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The DIVINE Uniry, the 
TRIiNITY,and INCARNATION, 
commonly receiv d in the Catholick 


Church, Aſſerted and Vindicated. 


By occaſion of the Late Books of the 
Reverend Dr. S AuuEL CLARKE, and 
his Oppoſers ; and of another Book, by 
a Learned Socinian. 


With Two DISSERTATIONS; one 
concerning the Meaning and Obligation of Aſent 
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To my LORDS, 
The Moft Reverend 


The Archbiſhops of 
Canterbury and York, 
And the Right Reverend 


The Biſhops of the Several 
Diocefles of England ; 


And to the Reverend, 


The Deans, Archdeacons, and Proc- 
tors of the Capitular and Parochial 
Clergy ; „ 

Aſſembled, and Sitting in their reſpective 
Provincial Synods or Convocations : 


Theſe D188 sRTArioNs concerning the Divine 

Unity, the Trinity, and the Incarnation, are 
moſt Humbly Prefented and Submitted, by 
the Author, f 


STEPHEN NYE. 
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TO TEE 0 


Candid | E . E . 


E Contentions concerning the 
0 


a 7 Articles of the Divine Unity, 
tbbe Trinity, and the Incar- 
nation, being lately reviyd, 
ut only, by Mr. Whiſton, and thoſe that 
have wrote againſt. him; but by the Books 
F Dr. Clarke, and of his Oppoſers : And 
lying ſeen thoſe Books; on both ſides, 
| judged: it, i not neceſſary, © yet very 
yenient to publiſh" alſo this ſhort Trea- 
iſe, on two Accounts. The firſt, becauſe 


M3 - Dr. 


6 Tothe READ ER 


Dr. Clarke and Mr. Whiſton have 
clearly ſtated their Doctrine and Notions, 
as well as offerd their Arguments and 
Proofs : but the Writers on the other 
fide, tho learned Men, content themſelves 
to oppoſe the Doctrine and Reaſons of Dr. 
Clarke and Mr. Whiſton ; without ſta- 
ting (I mean, without declaring and ex- 
plaining) the Doctrine and Meaning of 
the Church, in, and concerning the con- 
troverted Articles. One knows not at all 
what they mean by Perſons, or Incar- 
nation, or the Unity of God; or they 
ſpeak. (others of them) ſo generally, that 
if indeed they confute Error, yet*they eſta- 
bliſh no certain Truth. We ought, me- 
thinks, to begin every Diſputation, with 
explaining and aſcertaining the Terms of quaſu 
the Queſtions : As bere, Are there three I (ec 
Divine Perſons? How are three Di- lence 
vine Perſons but One God? Hab '* 
there been an Incarnation of God Theſe © 
being the Queſtions, tis neceſſary to declare Ord: 
very explicitly, what we intend by Perſons, I ne 
and what again by Incarnation ; 4 7 oli 
. n on 


To the Rxaver 7 


tow the real Unity of God, in a Trinity 


ſible and true > For without Ideas or Mean- 
ing to theſe Terms, and to ſuch ſpeaking, 
ve hold nothing at all; and with wrong 
ones, 4s too often it happens, we may be 


elves | 

Dr. n worſe Errors than are thoſe that we 
ſta- oppoſe. | | 2 4. 1 
ex- 


And, ſecondly, becauſe theſe Diſſerta- 
tons will be an eaſy Manuduction to 
younger Students,, and the capable Laity, 
to a right apprehending the meaning of 


\CAI- 

they the Church, in her Creeds, Liturgy, 
hand Offices; when they ſpeak of the 
eſte- Unity of God, the Trinity of Divine 
10 Perſons, and of God made Man. Which 
with Ml idently e Articles ſo weighty, ſo re- 
ns of quiſite ( leaſt) to be dul) prebended 
three (becauſe they are 0 much of the Eſ⸗ 
Di- {ence of the Chriſtian Religion ;) that 
Haß , Jcarcg excnſablevin any grown Perſons, 
Thi nd much , is fucks claim Holy 
leclare Orders, not to know the current Doc- 


rfons, i nne and Explication of them, by the Ca- 
. and tbolick Church, POT TIER 


"y 


of Divine Perſons, is intelligible, defen- | 


A 4 As 
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8 | Tothe READER. 


2 to my Sreſouing; or Delizatng, 
theſe Diſſertations to ' the ſitting Synods 
of our National Church, there is no Am- 
bition in it: for I mean only hereby, to 
acknowledy (according to the XXth 4r- 
ticle) the Authority of their Determination, 


in the Queſtions of Religion 


Stephen Nye. 
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ton, commonly receiv d in the Catholick 


Church, Aſſerted and Vindicated. 
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SECT. L 


F'Y 


HE ave occaſion 'd (as they ſpeak) a Panick, a 


fall 


1 73888288825 4 
EXFPLICATION 


The Divine Unity, the Trinity, and Hens. 


* 


5 THE. two Books of Dr. Clarke's 
PR Scripture-DoBrine of the Tri- 
5 EY nity, and Reply to Mr. Nelſon, 
and the learned anonymous 
— Author of the Conſiderationt, 


* 
9— 


10 The Explication of the Articles 


falſe Alarum to very many. Not only moſt Spi 
Readers, as I hear, but the Writers alſo as 
that have oppos'd theſe Books, have taken 
them as Unitarian, and particularly, as Arian: of 
they underſtand them as denying, or at the 


beſt, as undermining the Divinity of the the 
Second and Third Perſons in the Chriſtian fide 
Trinity; and as ſay ing, and contending, don 
by a very long and operoſe Proof, that nati 
only the Father is really and truly God. Div! 
But theſe Books are in truth as contrary ſped 
to the Arians, as to the Socinians; a Plura- low: 
lity of Gods, three diſtinct Divine MI NDS, 
and SPIRITS, are much rather the De- 
ſign of theſe Books: a Deſign, as it ſeems 


to me, ſo evident, ſo largely and fre- R 
quently, as well as openly purſu'd ; that 4 g 
I wonder that any learned Readers, and 4 43 
much more that 5 Writers ſhould miſ⸗- 4 B 
take ſo widely, the intention of the Books « P 
they oppos'd, and undertook to anſwer to « tj 
them, | | 4 t 

We were beſt, in the firſt place, to ſhow I 
what is indeed the Doctrine of theſe Books, Boc 
concerning the Divine Perſons, the Incar- by 
nation, and the Manner and Reaſon of (an 
the Divine Unity, or, how there is but En 
one God; from the Expreſſions in them, the 
that ſeem moſt to diminiſh the Second and but 
Third Divine Perſons, as well as from all 
thoſe other, that (as I ſaid) make them to op 
be MINDS, and SPIRITS; and ſuch Sch 


Fpirits 


* 


ef the Divine Unity, &@c. 11 
irits as are as truly and perſectly GODS, 
25 the firſt is God, * 4 Gad. b 2 
I fay then, theſe Books (at the Pages 
of them here noted) do teach, concerning 
the words Perſon, and God; concerning 
the Father, the Son, and Holy Spirit, con- 
ſider d diſtiustiy; concerning the ſame, as 
donlider'd confantth': of the Divine Incar- 
nation, and the Reaſon and Manner of the 
Divine Unity, or in what Senſe and Re- 
ſpe& there is but one God; as here fol- 
loweth, | 


g 


Of the Term or Word PERSON. © 
Reply, p. 48. © There is in Nature no 
4 other Notion of the word Perſon, than 
4 as it ſignifies an intelligent (or rational) 
„ Being. P. 159. My Notion of the word 
« Perſon, is the common and natural No- 
« tion of all Men, that have not learned 
the Jargon of the Schools.” 
+ I confeſs, I was next to amazed, that 
Books chiefly written to the Learned, and 
by a moſt learned Perſon, ſhould advance 
(and in fuch-confident manner) what there 
is no Smatterer in Learning but knows, that 
the very contrary” to it is not only true, 
but confeſſed among all learned Men, of 
all Parties. [a N | 
And why is it faid, the Jargon of the 
Schools ; when the meaning muſt —_ the 
EOS: x ot :; . | on- 


12 The Explication of the Articles | 
Nonſenſe and Impertinence of the Doctor, heca 
of the Divinity. Chairs, in all the greater 
Univerſities of Europe; and from thoſe 
Chairs called to the principal Truſts and 
Dignities in the Church ? 
- Theſe Writers may be divided into the 
more Antient, and thoſe ſince the Refor- 
mation: both were generally Profeſſors of 
the Chairs, as we ſaid, and both conſum- 
mate Philoſophers; more eſpecially Logicians 
and Metaphyſicians. The Fathers were Ora- 


tors, and ſome few of them Critics, that 13 

is, able Grammarians; but not excelling in #$ 
Logick or. Metaphyſicks, neither did they C ſion 
bring Divinity into a Method or Syſtem, Bog. 
nor argue ſo accurately as do the other, 0 ly 
on the mare abſtruſe Queſtions and Con- us 
troverſies of Theology; nor was it poſ- By 
ſible that they ſhould, having almoſt no to be 
other foundation but Grammar and Rbeto- tame 
„ü BP IE RON] F239 £1977 three 
The latter School-men, as theſe Doctors K pa 
are uſually cal'd, have added Elegance, to Unit) 
Accuracy and Method; more eſpecially that 1 
the Germans and Spaniards : ſuchias Suarez, teal, 
Vaſquez, and Bannes, among the Spaniards : the ( 
- among the Germans, M. 'Becanas, J. H. i un 
Poſſewit æ, P. Voetius. Of the Exgliſb, Mr. leſtre 
Baxter was the ableſt Scholaftick of the laſt Book 
Age; as is ſeen in his Met hodus Theolagiæ, 8 
and Catholick Theology, Books that cannot T | 
on 


be too much commended : and the rather, 
2 0 — 8 becauſe 


f the Divine Unity, G. 13 
af they come neare 0 (or rather, 
rm rb with) the Doctrine of the 
Church of | England, in all controverted and 
dark Articles, of any Syſtems or Books of 
Controverſy (whether our 0whz or from 
beyond the Waters) yet publiſhed.” Of 


the che ſignification of the word e we 
of Ml dan __ > Fit 2 a0 94 
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g 92087 


kh 1 3 119 2 4 TH Tie n * 
4 in the Fol and natural apprehen- 


* & ſion of Mankind, is a perſonal Charac- 
** 4 ter, expreſſing relative Perfections; name- 
* V Dominion and Government over the 
on # Fate ARK TN 

poſ⸗ By what will follow hereafter, it ſeems 
And to be intended to ſignify, that G0 is the 


ume of 4 ſotia 9 manag d by 
three diſtinct Divine Beings. By this, if 
paſſes, 4 Way is opened to reſolve the 
Unity of God into a mere poliical Unity, 
that is indeed Society; not a real, a Phy- 
leal, or natural Unity, as is believed in 
the Church Such an Unity as is natural, 
numerical Unity, as they ſpeak, would 
ko the whole Deſign” of theſs' two 
. san en 

SeriptaresDottrine, 2 428. 14. God is not | 
4 Being A op rang Fer- 
4 Henle * * SA * 


/ 


14 The Explication of the Articles | 

Such Expreſſions have made this Ay: 
thor ſuſpected of Arianiſin; hut there is 
no Cauſe for it: I will anſwer for it, that 
- he is nothing of kin to the Arievs, His 
meaning here is; God is not one Beiag, 
compounded of three ſach Perſons ( thac 
is, Diſtinctions or diacritical Properties) as 
the Schools and Chairs have falſly called 
Perſons; for God is indeed three Divine 
Beings, that governing the Univerſe by a 


joint Concurrence and ananimous Conſent 


and Agreement, do therefore make one 
1 or What is the ſame, ane God. 
But to this, we ſhall ſee, he adds another 
Explication or Account of the Unity. 


Of the FAT HE R. 

« (or firſt Perſon) Foe ne pp ſpeaking, 
„the God of the Univer ; the God gt 
« Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; the Gad of 
« Moſes, and the Prophets; be God and 
„ Father (as ſaith the Scripture): of aur 
&« Lord Jeſas Chriſt. P. 297. The Father 
« both made, and governs the World, by 
the Operation of the Son. P. 245+ The 
« Scripture, when it mentions the one God, 

« always means the Father. P. 328. Thi 
“ are appointed by the Father, brought 
“ into Being by the Son, and perfected 
by the Spirit. P. 354. All Prayer 5 on 

10 


X 


of the Divine Unity, . 13 
4 be directed, primarily and ultimately 
« tq the Father. 
fhcke Expreſſions, I confeſs, collected 
firſt ſeparately, and then laid together, 
may ſeem a deep —_ - but ſuffer him 
to ſay the whole that he has to ſay, and 
he will equal the other two Divine Beings 
to the Father. He will leave to the Fa- 
ther a Pre-eminence only of Dignity and 
Honour, not of abſolute PerfeQtions, or of 
real Power. | 


of the SON. 


Seripture- Doctrine, p. 367. © The Diſtindt. 

« neſs, and Dignity of the Son, was not 
© revealed in the Times of the Old Teſta- 
„ment. P. 272. In what particular man- 
ner the Son derives his Being from the 
Father, the Scriptures have no where 
declared; and therefore Men ought nor 
* to define. For Generation, when ap- 
* plied to God, is a figarative word; ſig- 
* nifying only immediate Derivation of Be- 
* ing, from God himſelf: and anhh-begotten 
* fignifies only, to be ſo deriv'd from the 
Father, as thereby to be diſtinguiſb d from 
* all other Beings, P. 128. The Son was 
„ne, brought forth; but how, the Scrip- 
* tures are ſilent. P. 276. They are there- 
* fore to be equally blamed, that lay, the 
* Son was made out of nothing; and they 
| * « again 


16 The Explication of the Articles 
again that ſay, He is the ſelf-exiſtent Sal. 
& ſtance,” | : 1 
That is, the Ariaus and the Church are 
equally blameable, for their Preſumption. 
But if there be no Middle conceivable be- 
tween theſe two, created, and generated ol 
the Subſtance of the Father; (as Souls were 
thought by St. Auſtin and the School. Doc. 
tors, to be generated by Souls, becauſe 
they ſuppoſed that Spirits may ſome way 
generate as well as Bodies:) then the 
DoQor's Scrupulouſneſs here is a needleſs 
Scepticiſm or. Niceneſs; and after all, he 
muſt declare either for Generation, or 
„ 3 hoon 
P2997. The aif&, the Word, or Son, 
is not the Ab. Sb, that is, the In- 


« ternal REASON or WISDOM of 


« God, which is no other but an Attri- 
« bate ; but is a real Perſon :? that is, ac- 
cording to him, an intelligent rational Be- 
ing.] INT. - of p * My £4 r 
That the Son is a real Perſon, he knows 
well, that we grant; becauſe a Perſon is 
not an Intelligent or Rational Being, but a 
Mode, Property, Power, or other ſuch 
Diſtinction of a rational Being. 

As to that; the Aiſ@, or Son, or WORD, 
is not the internal Reaſon, or WISDOM 
of God; which is in truth but an 4. 
tribute. No body ever ſaid, the: fecond 


Divine Perſon is WISDOM the Attrt- 
Fo bute; 


bute ; 
is the 
even t 
umſe 


emp. 
In 


DOD 


ay b 
WISD 
of th 
two tl 
and th 
ſuch 1 
the A 
in the 
if we 
under 
attend 


of the Divine Unity, & 17 
bute ; but the generated WISDOM, that 
5 che SELF-KNOWLEDG of God, 


h are even the Knowledg that is Begotten within 
tion. umſelf, by his Conſciouſneſs and Con- 
e be- emplation of his own infinite Perfections. 
ed OL In the Beginning was the Af, or WIS. 
were Bl Do, faith St. John. We cannot imagine 


uy but an internal WISDOM, or that 
Vs DOM to be any other, but the Offspring 


Way c the Divine INTELLECT: which 
the tro therefore are called, by the Antients, 
dleſs ud the Scripture, the Father and Son. And 
ib be Bi ich way of ſpeaking was as uſual with 


the Antients, as *tis uncommon and rare 
in the Engliſh, or with the Moderns. But 
f we will truly interpret Scripture, or . 
underſtand the antient Doctrines, we muſt 
W ittend to their Forms and Modes of ſpeak» 
ng: OF which, more hereafte 
P. 197.“ The ase. or Son, during the 
Incarnation, did ſo far DIMINTSH 
* himſelf; ''that he was all along under 


the Conduct and Guidance of the Spi- 
on is. P. 368. At the Incarnation the Son 
but . EMPTIED himfelf of chat Glory, by 


„virtue of Which he is deſcribed (in 
i Scripture) to have been ia the Form of 
. God.” ' 's | 
God is neither empty'd, nor diminiſh'd 
by the Incarnation, or other ways. He 
comes not thereby commenſurate to, or 
indred by, the — human 9 
ut 


- 


6 


18 The Explication of the Articles 


but acts ix it, and in ſome caſes by it, af. 
ter an Omnipotent and Omniſcient man- 
ner. Our Saviour indeed faith, I by the 
Spirit of God caſt forth Devils, Marth. 12 
28, But Grotius and Hammond interpret it 
thus; © I by the concurring Power and Ope 
« ration of God, do caſt forth Devils: 
And St. Lake confirms and aſſures thei 
Interpretation, by expreſſing our Saviour 
meaning in theſe words; J, by the Finger off 
God, caſt forth Devils, 
In the Explication of the Article of th; 
Incarnation by the Church, all things ar; 
both eaſy and conſiſtent. She ſaith, God 
was incarnate; that &, did ſo aſſume, and 
inhabit the human Nature, as to commu 
nicate thereto all the Power and Know 
ledg that the ends of the Incarnation did 
from time to time, neceſſarily: or duly re 
uire: yet fo, that the j was 
ometimes left to its owns Condutt- an 
Powers, as (in particular) in moſt, or al 
ordinary haman Caſes; and ſometimes was 
to pray for the Aſſiſtance or Concurrence of 
the (indwelliag) Divinity. And the Rea 
ſon is expreſs'd by the Apoſtle, in theſe 
words: He was made like to his Brethren, 
that he might be for them a merciful and faith 
ful High-Prieſt ; for in that himſelf had ſuf- 
fer'd, he was diſpoſed to ſuccour them, But 
things go not with like facility and juſt 
neſs, as expounded Dr. Clarke's new way. 
Accord- 


of the Divine Unity, &c. 19 


t, af. According to his Explication, the Divine 
man- BEING incarnate, was ſo diſabled by 
the [ic aſſumed Fleſh, as even to lack the Gui- 
h, 12 dance and Aid of another, of the third 
bet ig Divine Being. Tis marvel that he did 
4 Ope jot ſee, how inconſiſtent, unſuitable, and 


ils: 
thei 
10ur? 


ger of ; 
of tha 


gs are 
Goch 
„ an 
mmu 
no 
n did 
ly re 

Was 
An 


indeed) impoſſible his Scheme in the caſe 
s; for he introduces the immediate Maker 
and Rector of the Univerſe, (for ſo he af- 
frmeth of his ſecond Divine Being, the. 
Being or Perſon incarnate) as ſo debili- 
ated and broken in all his Powers, by the 
human Fleſb, that nothing was done by 
bim; but all (even his Miracles) by the 
Divine Being, who is Third -in Order. 
They are Fictions equally impoſſible, and 
Hept. : 0 
p 296. © The Son is God, not ſo much 
© in reſpe& of his Subſtance, as of his re- 
« lative Attributes; that is, of his Power, 
« Tuſtice, and Dominion: He hath all Di- 


* 
* 
- | 
1 
— 
| 1 
= 
% | ; | 
| 
| 
| 
| 


, 
— vine Powers, but Supremacy and Lade. q 
nce ol vs. gn 4 3 
Rea For the former of theſe, he faith it often ,\ 
hi © all the Divine Beings, that each of them 1 
hren, God, not ſo much in reſpect of his Sub- , 
faiths fance, as his Dominion over the World, and ö 
4 ſuf: lis relative Attributes of Juſtice and Power: 5 
Bur neaning, I think, God is not the Name of A 
jult « particalar Being, but of a Government, ma- | | 
way. Aged by three diſtinct Divine Beings. | 
cord- 
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20 The Explication of the Articles 

He faith here, again, the Son hath al 
Divine Powers, but Supremacy and Inde- 
pendency. He hath then all abſolute Di- 


vine Powers and Perfections; and for the 


Supremacy and Independency, they are but 
Titles or Names, às expounded by Dr. 
Clarke, For the Supremacy of the Father 
is only, according to him, that he, is the 


original Author of Being and Divinity, to 


the other two Divine Beings ; and his In- 
dependency is only, that himſelf is ande- 
rived from any other, as well in reſpect 
of Divinity as Exiſtence. Briefly, in all 
the abſolute or relative Perfections (Power, 
Knowledg, Sanctity, and the reſt) the 
three Divine Beings are equal, but only 
the Father is underiv'd, and he is Author 
of Exiſtence and Divinity. to the other 
two. It is not a real Superiority or Ad- 
vantage; for who have all Divine Perfec- 
tions, whether underiv'd or deriv'd, are as 
truly and compleatly Gods, as is God un- 
deriv'd: nor is there any difference be- 
tween ſaying, the Son hath al! Divine 
Powers, and the Son hath all. Divine Per- 
fettions. But hereafter he will ſay that 


alſo. Two Sons having all human Powers, 
all the eſſential and integrating Perfections 

of the haman Nature, are equally Men with 
their Father, tho deriv'd from him. But 
Dr. Clarke will fay all this more. plainly 
hereafter, and oft-times, that 'tis a very 
; miſtaken 


\ 


Origes 


the fa 
P. 
nuous 


chief 


of the Divine Unity, M. 21 
miſtaken Imputation on him, that he is 
an Arian, | 5 

P. 313. © The Son, in making the World, 
« and in all his other Operations, only 
& gxercifeth the Power of the Father, com- 
« municated to him after an ineffable man- 
«+ - oo Ng 

I grant it were Arian, if the whole mean- 
ing here were not; © The Power of the 
„Son is a r e deriv'd to him 
« from his Father, with bis Nature, and in 
his ineffable Derivation from the Father,” 
He calls it the ineffable Derivation, and De- 
rivation in an ineffable manner; becauſe he 
thinks (we ſhall fee) the Scriptures have 
not determin'd the manner of the Son's 
Derivation from the Father : He equally 
rejects Generation and Creation. That we 
have rightly interpreted the Doctor's mean- 
ing, will appear by other clear Paſſages 
hereafter cited. 4 

P. 316. The immediate Maker of the 
„World, is the SON in his own Per- 
« fon; but the Father, who appointed the 
*WORD to make the World, is the prin- 
* cipal. Author of it.” | 

He cites approvingly this Doctrine of 
Origen, L. 6. contra Celſ. ænd frequently faith 
the ſame himſelf, _ | 

P. 287, 288. He giveth here a very inge- 
nous account of what ſome of the firſt and 
chief Fathers ſay of the Af, or Son; whe- 
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ther he be the internal WISDOM. of 
God, or a ſubſiſting Perſon, that is, a diſtin& 
Intelligent BEING? He grants, that 
the Fathers, by him cited, ſpeak both un- 
certainly and variouſly, to that queſtion, 
But whereas he adds, To the times of the 
Schoolmen ; it appears, that his acquaintance 
with the Fathers and Antiquity, comes 
not below the times of St. Baſil ; and the 
two Gregories, Nyſſen and Nazianzen; and 
is chiefly among the Greek Fathers. For 
*ris certain, that from the time that the 
Writings of St. Auſtin were publiſhed, and 
became generally known; that is, from a- 
bout the Year of our Lord 450, and near 
1300 Years ago, and about 700 Years be- 
fore the Schoo!-DoFors, there hath been a 
perfect Agreement and Conſent among all 
the great Writers, and all the Churches, 
in the Article of the Trinity. The Churches 
and Writers, from the publication of St. 
Auſtin's Works, have been unanimous in 
the Belief and Doctrine, © That there is 
« but one Divine BEING, SPIRIT, 
« or MIND; and that the three Divine 
« Perſons ſo called, are no other than that 
„Divine Spirit and Being, ſubſiſting after 
three Modes or, Manners. They are 
“God, conſider'd under the rea! Diſtinc- 
tions of original Wiſdom, or Divine I N- 
« TELLECT; of generated or begotten 
* Wiſdom; that is, God perfectly S EL F- 

| 9 * KNOW- 
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„Kü NO WING; and of beatifying 
« Love, or God ſelf- enjoying and 8 EL F- 

„ DELIGHTED.” 32 

Theſe Diſtinctions were call'd Perſons of 

the Godhead, becauſe Perſon did not-then 
ſignify (as ſometimes now it doth, eſpeci- 
ally among the Exgliſb Vulgar) an intelli- 
gent or rational Being; but an Accident, 
Mode, Diſtinction, Character, Property 
(external or internal, as Vallenſis ſpeaks) of a 
rational Being. And the Perſons had the 
Names of Father, Son, and Spirit or Spira- 
tion, in the analogical and reductiye Senſe 
only: That is, to uſe the words of Tertal- 
lian, Qu atenus omnis Origo, PAR E MS di- 
citur; & omne quod ab Origine profertur, PRO- 
GENIES : © Every | Caaſe is call'd F A- 
* THER, and every Effect SON. or Off 
“ ſpring. Lib. adv. Prax.” Like to which 
of Tertullian, is the Obſervation of St. Baſil 


in the caſe; Neque Filii neque Generations - 


nomina propria ſunt Divinitatis, fed ex huma- 
ns ſimilitudine provecta: The Terms SON 
« and BEGET TING are not properly 
« us'd of the Divinity; but are figarative 
« Expreſſions, in way only of  unperfect 
« Similicude to human Generation and Re- 
lation.“ And this figurative manner of 
ſpeaking went ſo far among the Antients, 
eſpecially when they ſpoke of mental things, 
or the Produce or Biete of the Mind, that 
as Petavias (after others) hath obſerv'd, 

— * they 
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they call'd the Authors of Books Fathers, 
and their Books their Sons. De Trin. lib. 5. 
6. Io Io 5. | A 

P. 322. The Son doth all things ac- 
* cording to the Will, and by Authority, 
** of the Father.” - 

But he means, we ſhall ſee, by the Au- 
thority of the Father, which was deriv d 
to him with his Nature, and in his ineffable 
Production; ſo that this Authority is con- 
nate and natural to him. Yet ſometimes he 
ſeems to explain it thus, by Authority of 
the Father, 46 always concurring with his 
own. | | 
P. 372. © The Honours paid to Chriſt, 
« or theSon, are not ſo much upon the ac- 
* count of his metaphyſical Eſſence, as of 
his Benefits, and his Attributes relative to 
Hus, and his Authority and Dominion over 
e us. =O 

He faith the ſame of the Father ; and his 
Meaning in it, ſeemeth to be, that God is 
not the name of an (Omniſcient, Almigh- 
ty, and moſt Perfect) Subſtance, Eſſence, 
Being or Beings, «s ſuch; but of thoſe Be- 
ings, as united in a ſocial Government: and 
conſequently the Honours paid to them, or 
to any of them, are paid to their Dominion 
and Authority over as, rather than to their 
metaphyſical Eſſences ; that is, to their Di- 
vine Natures, or the Perfections of thoſe 


Natures. 4 a ; 
5 0 RG 


Perfe 
due t 
much 
reſt, 
as by 
that 

and p 


7 


of the Divine Unity, G. 25 

I think rather contrary ; that we owe 
Divine Honours to Divine Beings, on ac- 
count chiefly of their Natares (call'd here 
by Dr. Clarke their Eſſences ;, ) that is, to 
their abſolute more than to their relative 
perfections and Attributes: For Honour 
due to others, ſhould not be meaſur'd fo 
much by ſo mean a Principle as Self-Inte- 
reſt, or by Benefits receiv'd or hop'd for, 
as by the real Excellence and Perfections of 
that Being or Beings, to whom it is due 
and payable. 

P. 442. The Son ia equal to the Father, 
4 touching his Godhead; as much equal 
« to the Father, as he that deriveth his Eſ- 
« ſence and Being from another, can be 
G equal to him from whom he is deriv*d.” 

That is, they are equal iz Nature, and 
in all the Perfections belonging to that Na- 
ture. As remote from Arianiſm, as from 
Hocinianiſin; but he might equally have ſaid, 
Father and Son in the Divine Trinity are 
two equal Gods, as truly as a human Father 
and Son are two equal Men, or are equall 
Men. He concludes that Paragraph, with 
theſe words : 


« Ina word, the Son is equal to the Fa- 


* ther, in every ſuch ſenſe, as is conſiſtent 
© with the foregoing words of this Creed, 
The Son is of the Father.” 
As who ſhould fay, there is no other In- 
equality between theſe two Divinities, than 
n | e between 
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between a human Father and his Son; which 
is only, that one is Father and the other 
Son: which is a Superiority only of ela. 
tive Dignity, not of Nature, or of the Per. 
fections in their kind, that is in the haman 
Kind. | 

P. 442. © The deine, the Divine POW. 
« ER, DIGNITY, DOMINION, 
“ and all other Attributes, (of which only 
« the Scripture ſpeaketh;) can be, and is, 
“ communicated (in an ineffable and incom. 
&« prehenſible manner) to the Son; but not 
the 0 «mm, or 30 be anderived.” 

Very expreſs; it could not have been 
ſaid more plainly, that there is no other 
Superiority or Inferiority between theſe 
two Divinities, or two Divine BEINGS; 
but that the Father is anderived from any, 
the Son is derived from the Father. 

When he ſaith, al! the Divine Attributes, 
of which only the Scripture ſpeaketh, may be, 
and are communicated to the Son; it is 
ſaid, becauſe the Doctor holds, that the 
Scripture deſcribes God to us only by his 
Attributes, his ab/olute and his relative At- 
tributes ; without meddling, as Philoſophy 
and the Schools do, with his metaphyſical E/ 
ſence or Subſtance, of which it ſaith nothing; 
nor determineth whether it be communica· 
ble or not. | | 

And when he faith, the derne or Divi- 
nity. is communicated to the Son in ax in- 


eff able 
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effable and incomprehenſible manner; it is ſaid, 
becauſe the Doctor thinks, that the manner 
of the Son's derivation from the Father, 
(namely, whether by Generation or Crea- 
tion, or otherways) is not revealed in Scrip- 
ture; but is a Secret and a Myſtery by us 
incomprehenſible and ineffable, | 

We ought to obſerve, that theſe two 
Paſſages are a Key to all the (ſeemingly) 
diminiſhing Expreſſions in theſe Books, con- 
cerning the Son; his Sab. ordination to the 
Father, and his Dependence on the Father : 
For: the Subordination and Dependence are 
only in this reſpect, That the Son hath de- 
rived his Being and Divinity from the Fa- 
ther, or firſt-Divine Perſon; as a human 
Son derives his Being and Humanity from 
his Father, but 7s in Nature and Perfections 
co-ordinate to his Father. | 

P. 287. The WORD or Son was 
“ ſent into the World to aſſume our Fliſb, 
« and to die for the Sins of the World.” 

It lacketh Explication, in what ſenſe the 
ſecond Divine Being died, or could die. 
And again, that he aſſumed our Fleſb; for 
did he not aſſume the whole Nature of 
Man, a human Soal as well as Body? 

P. 298. The Scripture giveth to the 
“ Son all the higheſt Titles, and greateſt 
« Things; even ſuch as include aff Divine 
* Powers, except abſolate Supremacy and 
Independency.“ | . 

8 . But, 
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But, as we have faid, abſolute Supremacy 
and Independency are in theſe Books left to 
the Father, only 4s the Father is originally 
Author of Exiſtence and Divinity to the Son: 
for the Son, he faith both here and every 
where elſe in his Books, hath al! Divine 
Powers and Perfections; but only to be 
underived. If the Son hath all the Divine 
Perfections and Powers, but to be unde- 
rived or ſelf- originated, his real Subordina- 
tion and Dependence muſt be purely vo- 
luntary, from Piety and Gratitude ; and, he 
is as perfectly God, and 4 God, as is the 
Father. | 

P. 304. The Son is in this ſubordinate 
& to the Father, that he derives his Being 
« and Attributes from the Father ; the Fa- 
« ther nothing from him.“ 

Here again, the whole Pre-eminence of 
the Father, and his Supremacy, are expreſly 
limited to the w 4yurroy, or that the Son 
(as a Son) is derived from the Father; 
and the Father is ſelf- exiſtent, un- origina- 
ted, and un- derived: that to impute 4. 
— to this Author, is quite to miſtake 

im. 

P. 332. © The Son acts in all things ac- 
« cording to the Will, and by the Autho- 
“ rity of the Father.” | | 

He means, and will ſhortly fay ſo, by 
the Authority of the Father, yoke, 

a im 
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him with his Nature, and in his neffable 
product ion. | P21 1 1 ; 

P. 332. © Our Saviour, notwithſtanding 
“ that the Divinity of the Son was inſe- 
« parably united to his Fleſh, did (in ac- 


« knowledgment of the Sapremacy of the 


« Father) always PRAY to him, and re- 
« turn THANKS to him.“ OY 
We have before explained what our Au- 


thor means by the oy of the Father ; 


that it is no other but the = «mo, or 
that the Father being himſelf un-derived, 
did derive to the Son both Being and God- 


head : It is a Supremacy, only of Order, 


and of Dignity between themſelves; the 


Son having all Divine Perfections, Powers, 


and Attributes, but to be underived. 
Reply, p. 52. © The Son is realy and truly 


“ God, which no falſe Gods are; by de- 
« riving a real and true Divinity from the 
2 Power of him, who alone hath. 


te ineſfa 
* un derived Being and God- head.“ 
That is, he is truly God, and 4 God, 


which no falſe Gods are; by receiving trae 


and real Divinity from the Father, in his 
ineffable Production, with his Being and 
Nature. He ſays it ſomewhat more ex- 
preſly, in theſe words, at p. 81. of the ſame 
Book 


« as Man is by Natare truly Man; not in- 
© deed God ſelf-exiſtent and un- originated, 


« which 


| 
| 
| 


P. 31. & Chriſt is by Natare truly God, 
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« which is peculiar to the Father; but as 
« having by that Nature which he deriveth 
« from the Father, true Divine Power and 
« Dominion over all, in ſubordination to 
„the Father.” 

It appears then, uncontrovertibly, that 
the Subordination is only in reſpect of Or- 
der, and Dignity among themſelves; or 
from Gratitade and Piet) towards the Fa- 
ther, as Author of Being and Divinity to 
the Son : For as to the reſt, the Son (he 
ſaith) is as truly God by Nature, (by the 
Nature derived to him in his Production 
by the Father) as a Man is by Nature 
truly a Man. Again, in the ſame Page 

« Chrift hath, by that Nature which he 
« derived from the Father, true Divine 
« Power, and Dominion over all things 
« both in Heaven and Earth, in ſubordi- 
« nation to the Father; who alone is ab- 
« ſolutely, of himſelf, ſupream.“ | 
He intends to fay, the Father, becauſe 
he is un-derived, is therefore Supream over 
all of himſelf, or from himſelf; but the Son, 
becauſe derived, therefore his Divine Power 
and Dominion over all things, came indeed 
to him (as was ſaid before) with bis Nature, 
but is not from himſelf, or of himſelf; as 
is the Father's. He calleth this a ſabordi- 
nate Dominion; becauſe, being derived, it 
is poſterior in Dignity, and in the Order of 

Natare 
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Nature (as the Schools ſpeak) tho not of 
10 Ti _ to the Dominion of the Father. 

P. 96. The Son is alſo truly Good, by 
« having the Father's Goodneſs communi- 
« cated to him without meaſure.” 

Underſtand ; communicated to him, not 
by Grace, as to Men; but as he ſaid be- 
fore, with his Nature, in his ell Pro- 

duction. 
P. 119. © The Son, by communication 

« of the Father's Power [viz. with his 

« Nature, and in his Production, ] is, alſo 

„in ſubordination to the Father, truly 

Lord of all.“ 

\ I would not omit it, tho it be but (pre- 

ciſely) the ſame that he had ſaid at P. 81. 
he and which we there explained. 

P. 171. © As the Father is the ' RY 
«* of all Power, fo that our Lord faith, I 
I. can do nothing of my Ne ſo he is alſo 
ty « of all Knowledg; inſomuch, that no one 
* knoweth any thing, 20 not 'the Sow, but 
by communication from the Father.“ 

The Expreſſion is much too general and 
lax, as every one ſees; but meant, as is 
often aforeſaid, of Knowledg communica+ 
ted to the Son, with his Nature, in his Pro- 
duction by the Father. Which alſo he will 
lay very in and n hereafter. 
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Of the Holy SPIRIT. 
Seripture- Doctrine, p. 301. The Spirit 


« was the Conducter of Chriſt, and Author 
« of all his Miracles.” 


P. 349, 350. The Spirit is ſubordinate * 
« to the Son, both by Nature, and by the 


« Will of the Father.” 
It appears, by what will follow, that 
ſubordinate by Wature here ſignifies only, 


that the Spirit is poſterior to the Son, in the 


Order of Nature; as the Son is poſterior, in 
the Order of Natare, to the Father ; as he 
muſt needs be, being « Son. And by the 
Will of the Father, is only meant, the Fa- 
ther hath willed, in the firſt place, the 
Production of the Son; and then of the 
Spirit, who is (ſaith this Author) the Spi- 
rit of both: And thereby neceſſarily in 
the Order of Nature, poſterior to both. I 
take this to be his certain meaning, be- 
cauſe he often ſaith, the Son and Spirit 
have derived from the Father true and real 
Divinity, and are the ſecond and third 
Divine Beings, and have always co-exiſted 
with the Father: And hereafter he will 
fay, as we {hall note in its place, the three 
Divine Beings are co-equal in all reſpects, 
but the = A, or that the Father alone 
- underived, and the other two derived from 
im, 


P. 382, 
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} P. 382, 383.“ The Honours that we are 


« to pay, by Scripture-direction, to the 
Holy Spirit, are, to baptize in his Name; 


** « to wiſh Grace, Peace, and Bleſſing, from 
he « him; to appeal to him, as a Witneſs, in 

« our ſolemn Affirmations; not to reſiſt 
ite him, not to grieve him, not to quench 
he « his Motions, But the Scripture no where 


« direteth us to pray to him; nor doth 
« any where directhy give to him the Style 
« or Name of God.“. 

He doth not intend hereby to deny the 
true and real Divinity of the Spirit, but to 
prove it : for ſome of theſe ſuppoſe his 
Omnipreſence, as to appeal to him as aWit- 
meſs in our ſolemn Affirmations; or what is 
the ſame, to ſwear by him: and there is 
no difference between wiſhing Peace and 
Bleſſing from him, and praying to him for 
ſuch Peace and Bleſſing. Nor do I think 
that Dr. Clarke layeth any {ſtreſs on it, that 
the Scripture-Writers had no occaſion, or 
did not judge it needful, any where, ex- 
preſly to call the Spirit God, having faid 
of him (as Dr. Clarke interprets thein) o- 
ther equivalent things: for hereafter he will 
acknowledg, that the three Divine Beings 
are all of them co-eqaual; and calling him 
every where a Divine Being, he knows 
that he hath called him God. 


C = 


34 The Explication of the Articles 


Of the Father, Son, and Spirit, conjunctly. 


Scripture- Doctrine, p. 292. The Son and 
“ Spirit are not the ſame ſelf-exiftent Be- 
ing with the Father; ſo to ſay, is Sabel. 
& lian and Socinian. n 

The Socinians will take it in good part, for 
it makes them Catholicts; for Dr. Clarke 
knows, that from the times of St. Auſtin, or 
for about 1300 Years laſt paſt, all the Churches 
have ſo believ'd, and all the Fathers and Doc- 
tors ſo taught. To obviate ſo great an 
Authority, what does he? Why, he calls 
his Explication of this Article, the Scrip- 
ture-Doctrine of the Trinity ;, and there is a 

* Rowland for your Oliver, But we ſhall 
certainly reply, that the Doctor's ffunning 
Title, being honeſtly interpreted, is but 
thus much; © The Scripture- Doctrine of 
« the Trinity, as Scripture is underſtood 
« by Doctor Clarke.” And we have to ſay 
of the ordinary carrent Explication of this 
Article; “ The Scripture-Doctrine of the 
Trinity, according to all the Churches, 
« Fathers, and Doctors, from St. Auſtin to 
“ our times.” Or if you rather chooſe it, 
The Scripture-Doctrine of the Trinity, 
« according to the Latin and the Greet 
% Churches; according to the Romaniſts, 
« the Proteſtant, and Reformed.” Verily, 
ſo great an Authority, even the hear a6 
0 
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of all learned Men, of ſo many Ages, and 
other ways of ſo contrary Parties, and con- 
cerning an Article ſo long and well con- 
ſider'd ; is the ſame, as if we ſaid in com- 
mon caſes, the Conſent of the whole (embo- 
died) rational Nature. 3 | 

As to his Aphoriſm it ſelf, the Son and 
Spirit are not the ſame ſelf-exiſtent Being 
with the Father; ſeeing the Father is con- 
feſſed (on all hands) to be true God; it 
will follow, that either the Son and Spi- 
rit are not Goa, 
tinct from God the Father. Doctor Clarke 
would not willingly ſay (directly and ex- 
preſly) either of theſę. | 

P. 441. The three Divine Perſons are 
* co-eggal, by a PLENARY communi- 
* cation from the Father to the other two 
© Perſons, f POWER, KNOWLEDG, 
4 DIGNITY, and af other communica- 
6 ble Attributes and Perfections.? 

It is the Meaning and Sum of his two 
Books, and on which tis wholly needleſs to 
make any comment. And this Commu- 
nication * been made, as he ſaid be- 
fore, with their Natures, or in their Pro- 
duction by the Father; and the only i- 
communicable Attribute, according to the 
Doctor, being the 400% viſſen, Or £0 be un- 
derived from any other; the imputation 
of Arianiſm and Macedonianiſm on Dr. Clarke, 
tho by ſo many ang learned, a; 
289 2 e 
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be laid down. This Paſſage, concerning 


the three Divine Beings, compared with 


What he faith of the Son, in his Scripture- 
Doctrine, at Pag. 298, 299, 300, 301; and 
of the Spirit, P. 302, 303. I ſay, thoſe few 
Pages only of the Scripture-Doctrine be- 
ing heedfully read, the Doctor's true Opi- 
nion concerning the Divine Being, will be 
certain to any fuch Reader. 
P. 241.“ There is one ſupream Cauſe 
* and Original of all things, who is the 
Author of all Being, and the Fountain 
« of all Power, P. 242. With this firſt and 
« ſupream Cauſe, and Father of all things, 
did cxift (from the Beginning, and be- 
« fore all Worlds) a ſecond Divine Per- 
« ſon, who is the WORD or 80 N.— 
“With the Father and the Son hath alſo 
« exiſted (from the Beginning) a third 
% Divine Perſon, who is the SPIRIT of 
 & the Father and the Son, P. 443. What 
is the proper metaphyſical Nature, Eſ- 
© ſence, or Subſtance, of any of theſe 
„Divine Perſons, - the Scripture hath no 
„ where declar'd; but deſcribes and diſ- 
tinguiſhes them by their Perſonal Cha- 
„ ratters, Offices, and Powers.“ 
Therefore, ſeeing they have all the ſame 
Powers and Offices, and that in their per- 
ſonal Characters they differ only as derived 
and wnderived, as doth a haman Father and 
his Sons; how can we avoid the Conſe- 
quence, 
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quenee, that they are as equaly Gods, and 
are three Gods, as a human Father and 
his Sons are equally Men, and three Men? 
The Doctor anſwers in theſe Paſſages of his 
Seripture-Doctrine. | 


In what Senſe there is but one G OD. 


Scriptare-Dottrine, p. 332. The reaſon 
& why the Scripture, tho it ſtiles the Fa- 
« ther God, and ſtiles the Son God, yet 
« at the ſame time declareth that there is 
« but one God, is, becauſe in the Monar- 
« chy of .the Univerſe, there is but one Au- 
« thority ; original in ths Father, deriva- 
« tive in the Son.” | 
That is, original in the Father, as he 
was Self- exiſtent, or underived from any 
other; derivative in the Son, as all his Power 
and Authority are, together with his Being 
and Nature, derived from his Father. So 
this firſt Account amounts to thus much, 
That we are not to think that two or 
three Divine Beings are, or can be one God 
Numerically, or as they ſpeak, one God 
in Number. But they are one God, in 4 
Political ſenſe, as chele two or three Divine 
Beings do jointly, and moſt anavimoaſly go- 
vern the Univerſe : which hereby is 4 
Monarchy, and God is the Name of the 
governing Divinities ; not ſo much of each 
of them ſingly, as of all of them conſider'd 
C3 con- 
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conjunitly; or conſider'd as ſo united in one 
Care and Government, that their Govern- 
ment may be called 4 Monarchy, and they 
one Monarch, or one Gol. 

If it ſeems Nonſenſe and a Contradic- 

tion, to call a Social Government a Monar- 
chy, when indeed it is an Ariſtoeracy; and 
again, that God ſhould not be the Name 
of a particular Being, but of 4 Social Go- 
vernment : ſee here then another Expe- 
dient. 
P. 428. © The Godhead of the Father, of 
„ the Son, and of the Holy SPIRIT, is 
« all one; on account that the DIV INI- 
« TY of the Son and Spirit, is no other 
than what is communicated to them by 
« the Father, as the only ſelf-exiftent Ori- 
« ginal.“ | boy. 

As who ſhould ſay, tho we grant, that 
the connate Attributes and Perfections of 
theſe three Beings are the ſame, and in 
the ſame Degree in all of them; yet the 
Weight and Dignity of anderived or SELF- 
EXISTENT is ſuch, and the Obliga- 


tion and Debt, of Being and Divinity com- 


municated to the other two Beings, by the 
Bene- placitum of the Father, is ſo infolvi- 
ble and unſpeakable, that thereupon well 
might the Scripture ſay the one God, and 
there is bur one God; meaning, in the 
higheſt ſenſe, and by way of Eminence; and 
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intending, the felf-exiſtent and anderived 


Father. | | 

This is the meaning of theſe two An- 
ſwers, and they are capable of no other ; 
eſpecially being conſider'd with the o- 


ther (forecited) Quotations out of theſe 


Books. 


i e 


Think, by this time, we have the cer- 
tain and full meaning of the Books 

we are conſidering; *tis thus much. | 
I. There. are three Divine Perſons; and 

a Per/op is, with all Authors but the Scho. 


Jargoniſts, as much as to ſay, a diſtinct 


(intelligent or rational) Being. 
II. Each of theſe Divine Beings hath 
true and real Divinity, and is as truly and 


really God by Natare, as Man is by Na- 


ture Man. | 


III. The Father, or firſt Divine Being, 
hath all- Divine Powers and Perfections, 


of himſelf, or anderived from any other; 


the other two have them by a PLE N A- 


RY Communication from the Father, with 
their Natures, and in their Production by 


him. But whether that Production were 


in the way of Generation, or of Creation, 


C4 | or 
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or perhaps in ſome other unconceivable and 
ineffable manner, the Scriptures have not 
defined; and therefore neither ſhould Men 
preſume to determine. - = 

IV. The Father, however, is ſapream, 
and he only independent; independent, as 


having received his Being and Divinity 


from no other; and Supream, as being 
(originally) the Author of Exiſtence and 
Divinity to the other two Divine Beings. 
And again, the Son and Spirit are ſabor- 
ainate and dependent Beings : Dependent, 


as having originally received their Divini- 


ty, and their Exiſtence, from the Good- 

' Pleaſure of the Father; ſub-ordinate, as 
poſterior in the Order 'of Nature, as the 
Schools ſpeak, tho not of Time, to the 
Father from whom they are derived. In 
all other matters, or with reſpect to all 
tne abſolute Perfections, theſe three Divine 
Beings are co-equal, 

V. In that they are diſtin BEIN G8, 
INTELLIGENT and SPIRITU- 
AL; they are ſo many diſtin& Divine 
MINDS and SPIRITS. 

VI. As to the Relations that theſe Divi- 
nities have to us, to the Creation, and 
"the Government of the Univerſe ; all things 
were made, and are governed by this Oe» 
conomy or Method; namely, that the 
Father' appointeth ; the Son and Spirit do 
execute, in ſuch Order and Method, and 
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in ſuch Particulars and Caſes, as the Fa- 
ther ordaineth. > 15 


VII. The Dignity of being ar. derived 
from any other, which belongeth only to 
the Father, is ſuch; and ſuch the Obliga- 


tion and Bond of derived, that is, of ha- 
ving received Exiſtence and Divinity from 
the Father ; rhat thereupon the other rwo 


Divinities do all things according to the 


Will of the Father, and even PRAY and 
GIVE THANKS to him. | 

VIII. The ſecond Divine Being did 4ſ- 
ſume our Fleſh; to die for the Sins of the 
World. And the Incarnation did fo DI- 
MINISH, andeven EMPTY him of his 


original and connate Powers and Glortes, 
that the Spirit or third Divine Being was 


neceſſarily given to him for his Guide, Con- 
ducter, and Enabler; and it was the Spi- 
rit indeed that did all his Miracles. 


IX. Thus there are three true and real 


Divinities; yet the Scripture always faith 


one Cod, becauſe it means not one God. in 


Number, or one only who is God by Ne- 
ture; but that theſe three do jointly and 
UNANIMOUSLY govern the Uni- 
verſe, and by ſuch their Unity, do tray con- 
ſtitute one Monarchy. Or, ſecondly, becauſe 


the Dignity of an-derived on the part of 


the Father, and the Obligation of derived 

on the-parts of the other two Divine Be- 

ings, are ſuch; that moſt properly _— 
g N 


- 


_ 


42 TheExplication of the Articles 
the Scripture ſay one Godhead, and but ove 
God; intending thereby the Father, and 
meaning in the way of Eminence; that is, 
but one God underived. | 
X. This Explication of the Trinity in 
Unity, is confirmed . by more than twelve 
hundred Texts out of the New Teſtament 
only; cited, and vindicated in the Scrip- 
fure- Doctrine. f | 
XI. The Explication of the Article of 
the Trinity, by ſuch Perſons as are only 
Properties, Powers, immanent Acts, Modes, 
or other like Diſtinctions, of an intelligent 
or rational Being, is Sabellian and Soci. 
nian. 


Let us do right to Dr. Clarke; I believe 
this to be the Conception of the Trinity, 
of almoſt all our Popalace : for being taught 
that there are three Divine Perſons, where- 
of one is the Father, another the Son, a 
third is a Spirit or Holy Ghoſt in-effably 
derived from the Father and the Son; and 
not being taught, in Catechiſms and Ser- 
mons, what is meant in this Article by the 
word Perſons, and the other words, Father, 
Son, and Spirit, or Holy Ghoſt; they can 
ſcarce have any other but this Tritheiſtick 
Apprehenſion that Dr. Clarke hath advanced 
and defended. It appears, that he him- 
ſelf has not been able to lay down the No- 
tion of Perſon, and the Conception that Fi 

| | ther, 
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ther, Son and Spirit, do uſually and common- 
ly import in familiar Speech, and ordinary 
Converſation ; eſpectally in the modern 
Engliſh. And divers private learned Wri- 
ters, nay ſome of our Biſhops, in writing 

upon this Controverſy, uſe the term Per- 
ſons in the ſenſe intended by Dr. Clarke, and 


the Vulg ar; ſo in particular did Archbi- 
ſhop Tillotſon, in his four Sermons concern- 
ing the Divinity of our Saviour, (Serm. 2.) 
P. 120, and the Biſhop of Gloceſter in his 
XXVIII Propoſitions, and his Defence of 
them. This laſt faith, © It ſeemeth a Con- 

& tradiftion to a ffirm, that the Divine Per- 
* ſons are not diſtinct Beings and Minds.” 

Dr. Cudworth, ſo great a Philoſopher, ap- 
peareth deſirous to have been at liberty, 
rather to ſpeak the Philoſophick Language, 
and Language of Nature; the Language of 
his dear Platoniſts, that roundly ſaid three 
Gods; than to be (fo miſerably) confin'd 
to the Language of Scripture and the 


Church, b«t one God. 


But Dr. Clarke hath 


made no ſuch Innuendo's as did Dr. Cad- 


worth. 


I will grant farther to the Doctor, that 
divers of the Fathers, before St. Auſtin ; 
and even many Writers of Controverſy 
lince, both Romaniſts and Reformed ; do 
alledg for the Article of the Trinity, ſuch 
Texts of Scripture, as did they really prove 


the Heads of Argument by them alledg'd, 


do 


| 
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do prove a Trinity of Divine BEINGS 
and SPIRITS; and not the Trinity that 
thoſe very Authors do intend, a Trinity 


of Divine Perſons, properly ſo called; or 


God under the diſtinctions of Divine IN- 
" TELLECT, Divine and Perfect SEL E. 
KNOWLEDG, and beatifying Self. 
complacence, or 8 ELF-DELIG HIT. St. 
Auſtin was ſo much aware of this, of the 
unſufficient unproper Proofs from - Scrip- 
ture, alledg'd by many for the true Tri- 
nity; that in his Books de Trinitate, he 
divers times takes notice, that“ the ſafeſt 
« and almoſt only Scripture-proofs of a 
« Trinity of Perſons in God, are thoſe that 
direct us to know God by his Likeneſ; 
ce and Image, the human Soul, The Soul 
« js one in Eſſence or Subſtance; triple in 
« Powers, immanent Acts, or Modes of exiſt- 
« ing; it hath Iutellect, Self-knowledg, and 
« YSelf-complacence ; and thus is Three in one: 
« and the Soul being the very Image and 
&« Likeneſs of God, theſe diſtinctions mult be 
more perfectly in him, than they are in 
“ us.“ As I have more fully tranſcribed 
from this Father, in my Inſtitations con- 
cerning the Holy Trinity, and the manner 
of our Saviour's Divinity. | 

Before I make my (deſigned ) ſhort Ob- 
ſervations, on the eleven Particulars of 
Dr. Clarke's Expoſition of the Articles of 


the Trinity and Incarnation, I would do, 
as 
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as he propoſes in his Preface; that is, I 
would enquire, © Whether his Expoſition 
« he conſiſtent with it ſelf, in the ſeve⸗ 
« ral parts of it;“ and then, “ compare 
« his whole Scheme, with other whole 
0 Schemes.” a 
As to the Conſiſtency of this Scheme or 
Explication with it ſelf, he will make his 
Readers much more eaſy, if he will ſhow + 
us, HOW | ; 
The ſecond Divine Perſon or Being, the 
immediate Maker of the Univerſe in his own 
Perſon, as this Explication expreſly faith ; 
and the Spirit, co- equal to him in Power 
and Kyowledg ; in ſhort, two Omnipotent 
and Omniſcient Beings, ſhould pray and give 
thanks, without any occaſion for either ; 
in that themſelves are, as was ſaid, Om- 
niſcient and Omnipotent, and no lefs than 
is the Father. Tis a wonderful Oecono- 
my, that the Doctor propoſes among the 
Divine 3 : no Father would expect, 
or receive ſuch unproper Obſervance from 
his capable Sons; namely, that they do 
every thing by Appointment only; that 
they Pray, and give Thanks, in caſes for 
which themſelves are ſufficient, as ſuffi- 
cient as their Parent. Dr. Clarke might 
have conceiv'd a pious and grateful Mind 
and Obſervance towards the anderived Divi- 
nity, by and from the Divinities derived ori- 
ginally from him, by his only . 
| _ *© JUree: 
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ſure: but contrary, he hath repreſented 
them as Children and N. ar ds, While they Are 
yet ſo young and unſufficient, as to be 
wholly under Direction and Government. 
One may ſee, he devis'd this Servitude 
between equal Perſons, the better to make 


out the Unity of God; which in words at 


leaſt he was to preſerve: for while there is 
but one Preſident and Director, he may ſay 
(he thinks) but one God. 
But, verily, ſuch a Compoſition of the 
difficulty (three Divine Beings co-equal, and 
yet but one God) is not leſs apparently un- 
ſufficient; than 'tis unproper, to ſubject 
all- mighty and omniſcient Beings to direc- 
tion, and to oblige them to pray, and to 
give thanks. And HOW, | 
The Father, an Omnipotent and Omni- 
ſcient Being; and therefore as ſufficient to 
the Univerſe, and to himſelf, as ever ſo 
many more ſuch; {ſhould be diſpoſed to 
create, generate, or otherways produce vi- 
val Powers to himſelf? Be they ever ſo 
reat or excellent, they are zeedleſs, both 
to the Father and to the World: and be- 
ing rival Powers, with free Wills, *tis not 
impoſſible; nay, *tis not poſſible but they 
ſhould ſometimes will contrary to one ano- 
ther; as in caſes wherein things might be 
done divers ways, or equally be done, or 
not done, or the ſame Ends be equally 
obtained by different Methods, and divers 
8 more 
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more ſuch like; and of this, what would 
be the Conſequence ? HOW, again, 

The All-mighty immediate Maker of the 
Univerſe, as the Son (he faith) is, ſhould 
be ſo diminiſhed and entirely emptied of his 
connate Powers and Perfections, by aſſu- 
ming the human Fleſb; (aflumed by ſo 
many Souls, without impairing at all their 
ſpiritual Faculties, or other Powers; ) that 


after the Incarnation he became unable to 


act, and unqualified to direct; inſomuch, 
that as a Ward and a Papil, he lacked the 
Guidance of the third Divine Being; nay, 
that Spirit did all his Miracles, himſelf 
did nothing, nor could do? Certainly theſe 
two parts of this Scheme; © An omnipo- 
« tent Being, the immediate Maker of the 
« Univerſe in his own Perſon; and; yet 
* diſabled, by the aſſumed Fleſb; are a 
Philoſophy very unconſiſtent with it ſelf. . 
There are other, and greater Incongrui- 
ties in the parts of this Scheme, compared 
with one another ; but they may be more 
fitly noted, in the Obſervations we ſhall 
make on the eleven Heads, before ſpecified. 


Therefore we go on to the other Propoſal 


by the Doctor, to compare this Explica- 
tion of his, with other whole Explications 
or Schemes. I ſuppoſe, the Offer was made, 
becauſe he thinks, that whatſoever Diffi- 
culties or Obſcurities may be obſerved in 
his Scheme, there are greater in other 
| Schemes, 
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Schemes. It will be ſufficient, however, 

to repreſent here the only true Explication, 
the Explication received in all the Churches, 
from the Age of St. Auſtin to our Times. 
For to St. Auſtin there was no uniform or 
agreed Expoſition of the Article of the Tri- 
nity in Unity; but all was expreſſed in ſuch 
general Terms, that contrary Parties might 
and did receive and profeſs the ſame For- 


mularies. I ſay then, the Trinity of Di- 


vine Perſons, and the Unity of God, is thus 
underſtood in all the Churches. 

1. There is one moſt perfect BEING, 
MIND, and SPIRIT; all-ſufficient for 
the Univerſe, and for Himſelf ; that hath 
neither Equal, nor Like; Author of all Be- 
ings, animate and inanimate, and Judg of 
all the accountable or rational Kinds : 
whom we deſign by the Appellation or 
Name GOD. | 

2. Whereas the Philoſophers, and in par- 
ticular the Platoniſts, and ſome  Stoicks ; 
and from them divers learned Jews, chiefly 
Philo, and ſome of the Apocryphal Writers 
and Books that are bound -up with our 
Bibles, conſidered this ſovereign Being un- 
der many inadequate Conceptions, which 
we call Attributes; becauſe human, or other 
| finite Minds, cannot entertain a boundleſs 
Object, and infinite Perfection, but by parts. 
And whereas, beſides the Attributes that 
may be called relative, (tho as in God they 

| are 
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ate aft. 0 late!) they "conceived allo of 
him, by ſome other wholly ; internal Powers, 
AQ, and Diſtinions : 48 namely, in the 
firſt place Ni, Mind or Intellet ; then de- 
of Eagle, Reaſon or Wiſdom ;' d Tad, Soul | 
or Spirit. And diſecurſed o tllele in 4 
myſtical atiner, © too bbſcurdly” and 'confu- 
ſedly; 575 ſometimes” as, if they were mere 
Powers or 73 M 9895 hile as of Be- 
ings. "Ani that ewiſh Gnoſticks,, the 
11 me with them for Wee 11. 
phyſicians) made a wonderful Cabbala of theſe 
things, ha that many of the firſt Chriſtians 
(eſpecially In and about Fades, and Pale- 
fine) muck Uſtned to them, and began to. 
frame” a Doctrine of them; Which might 
have Kal bad Effects, aud corrupted the. 
Chriſtian Simplicity of Faith, a, even 
their grand” Artick of the Bun a. 
On theſe Accounts and Motives, 1 | 
Paal, Bred" in the (Acidemical) Sos in E 
Tarſas in all the Learning both of the Jews, 
and Greeks , but chiefly, St. John, .who lived. 
to be very. old, and 19 have read much, 
eſpecially che Books of Philo; and tler 
learned (Gnaſticł Jews * Theſe Apoſtles 0 
ſay ) taking notice, that neither was all 
that theſe Philoſophers advanced, and many 
Chriſtians had imbibed, 'eithet falſe or. frivo- 


lous, for all, of it o true and valuable as 

by ſome. it was maghified" to be; they put 

together as mueh of" it ds was ws 
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and weighty ; and not only retained it, but 
ſet it in a more diſtin&t and better. ugh: 
St. Jobn, as we ſaid, eſpecially ;, who touches 
upon theſe things in his Epiſtles and Reve- 
lation, but prefaces his Goſpet with a more 
articular Account of the A of WIS. 
)OM, which was with God, and was God; 
and dwelt, he ſaith, in Jeſus Chriſt, and was 
the LIGHT and the LIFE; that is, 
the Light or Directar unto that eternal Life 
of Bleſſedneſs, deſigned by God. to the 
Pious and Good. e 
Mr. Le Clerk has publiſhed a Paraphraſe 
or. Explication, with a brief Prologue to 
it, on the firſt eighteen Verſes of the firſt 
Chapter of St. John's Goſpel : He has ad- 
ded Animadverſions, or critical Notes, to 
his Paraphraſe. It is not, that I know 
of, done into Engliſh; but was printed in 
Latin, at Amſterdam, in the Year 1695, with, 
this Title, XVIII prima commata, 75 
&« tis primi, Evangelii ſecundum Joannem, P 


&« raphraſi & Animadverſionibus illuſtrata.” 
It was written, it ſhould ſeem, by occa- 
ſion of ſome Letters of Complaint tohim, 


by the Right Reverend the Biſhop of Si- 


liabury, againſt the Engliſh Socinians, as 


queſtioning the Authority of this Goſpel ; 


and with ſome of the Antients, as they 


pretend, imputing this Goſpel to Ceripthas, 
and not to St. John. Mr. Le Clerk firſt vindi- 
cates this Goſpel to be St, Johns, 155 ex- 

„ 


of the Divine Unity, &c. 51 
plains the firſt XVIII Verſes in a Para- 
phraſe tq each Verſe; and ſupports; his 
Paraphraſe by large critical Notes, and ne- 
ceſſary Quotations out of firſt Antiquity» 
Who would ſee all things cleared, and all 
Difficulties removed, may receive entire 
Satisfaction by reading that ſmall Book: 
of the biggeſt however to be here tranſla- 
ted, Key inſerted. I ſhall chuſe rather, 
my ſelf to account (very briefly) for the 
Senſe and Meaning of St. Job» in thoſs 
Verſes; partly from my Inſtitutions con- 
cerning the Trinity, and the Manner of 
our Saviour's Divinity, and partly from 
the illuſtrious Gratius, and Mr. Le Clerk, I 
lay then, the Sum of what that Apoſtle 
hathi defined concerning the aif& or WIS- 
DOM, which he calleth God; the Oxh- 
begotten, the Son, the LIGHT, and LIFE; 
and faith, thereby was the World made, and 
the ſame became in time incarnate, - or 
dwelt among us; namely, in the Manhood 
of Jeſus Chriſt: I fay, the Sum of the 
Doctrine of St, John, in that Prologue to 
his Goſpel, ſeems to be this that here fol- 
loweth. ag 17 

„The Ae, or Divine WISDOM, 

« (that Wiſdom by which God is moſt 
perfectly Self-knowing, and which indeed 
„ includeth all Wiſdom;) w4s in the Be- 
« ginning, or was AL WAY S, with God,— 
4 Nay, the ſame mas God. For God and 
8 4 bis 


52 The Explication of the Articles 
« his Wiſdom are not two things, but one; 
« the Wiſdom of God being indeed no o- 
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ther thing, but God knowing himſelf, and 
all other things. But here, or in this 
way of ſpeaking of God, we intend by 
the WISDOM, only the Divine SELF- 


'KNOWLEDG ; for the Knowledg of o- 
ther things doth not enter, or ſo to ſpeak 


is xo part of the Nature of God; the 
Self-knowledg is In thu Wiſtom was 
LIFE, and LIGHT. Or the WIS- 
DOM, being made Fleſh or Man, by 
inhabiting the Humanity of Chriſt, ma- 
nifeſted to us the true way and manner 
of obtaining the everlaſting LIFE, pre- 
pared and deſigned by God for all the 
Pious and Good ; in that the Doctrine 
by him taught, is our LIGHT there- 


to——, He was in the World, and came 


to his own, even to the ele& Nation, the 
Nation of the Jews. — The World wa 
made by him; or the World was made 
thereby. Tt was only by the WISDOM 
that the World was, or could be made.— 
This Divine WISDOM, as we inti- 
mated before, was made Fleſh, or Man; 
by aſſuming a particular human Nature, 
or being united to the Man Jeſus Chriſt.— 
We beheld lis Glory, (even the Power of 
his Miracles, the Sanctity of his Life, 
the Wiſdom and Charity of his Conver- 
ſation;) and 4 Glory truly it was, that 
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4 was worthy of the SON, the ONLYT- 
« BEGOFTEN of God. Por this WIS. 
« DOM, the Wiſaom that in time, as we 
“have ſaid, dwelt in Jeſus Chriſt, or was 
« incarnate in his Humanity; we call alſo 
the Only»begotren, and the Son of God. 
« Not as Father and Son are ſo named, 
« in the human or other created and cor- 
& poreal kinds; but in that uſual zralati- 
% tious figurative ſenſe, in which we call 
« every Cauſe, and eſpecially every mental 
« Cauſe, Parens or Father; and every Ef- 
« fe Proles and Progenies, Offspring or 
« Son.“ 125 2s is IM 
It were indeed with us, in the modern 


- Tongues, and preſent Modes of ſpeaking, 


but an odd way of delivering our ſelves; 
but the Antients much uſed, and even af- 
tected it, more eſpecially the Platoniſts, and 
the Gnoſtick or Philoſophick Jews: And St. 
John, we ſee, has adopted it into his Go- 


The Abe then, or internal WIS DOM 
of God, is the SON; and in conſequence, 
the Divine INTELLECT, is the F A- 
THE R; in this myſtical way of ſpeaking 
concerning God. And the reaſon of this 
Form is, Knowledg, whether of one's ſelf 
or other things, is the Produce, the- Off- 
ſpring, the Begotten of Intellect. 
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As to the Spirit; as that word hath ya- 
rious ſignifications in Scriptute ; more eſpe- 
cially it ſignifies there, ſometimes the Power, 
ſometimes the Inſpiration of God; but (I 
think) more commonly and chiefly Holi 
neſs : ſo neither St. John nor St. Paul, have 
given to it any one fixed and particular 
meaning, tho they often uſe it; and St, John 
maketh it the third in his Ternary: © There 
« are Three that bear Witneſs ; the Father, the 
« Wiſdom, and the Spirit; and theſe Three 
« are Oue, 1 John g. 7.“ Altho, as I faid, 
it doth not clearly appear what is the cer- 
tain, or even the more fixed meaning of 
Spirit (or Spiration) When that Apoſtle, or 

| other Scripture-Writers ſay, the Father, the 
Wiſdom or Son, and the Spirit or Holy Spi- 


rit; yet more generally, and long before EA 
St, Auſtin, but uniformly and conſtantly in 
| ever ſince, the Churches and Writers, by 476 
| che Spirit or Spiration (when they joined <> 
it with the Father, and the Son or WIS- * 
DOM) have intended the Spiration (as * 


they ſpoke then) of Divine LOVE; even 22 
the Nen Self- complacence or SE LF- * 
DELIGHT of the ſupream Being, pro- 4 
ceeding (as they affected to ſpeak) from the 61 
Divine INTELLECT and the WIS- « « 
DOM or Self-knowledg, as theſe two are 4 1 
imployyd in viewing and conſidering the Rey 
in inite PerfeCtions of the Divine Eternal ACC 
Mature; that is, of God, 2 rer 


J 


ing and Sa 
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I own, that this 'phrloſophick Scheme; con- 


cerning the internal Diftiv#ioz; and Acts of 


the Divine Nature, or God, is ſpoke of, by 


the Fathers, with no ſmall Variety, and 


ſometimes Ambiguity, and Diſſonance: a 
manifeſt Proof, that there was of a long 
time no «greed eftabliſh*'d Form of mul, 
concerning the Perſons of the ay : 
And hence many Diviſions aroſe in tt 
Churches, chiefly the Sabellian, Arian, and 
Macedonian. But after they were well wea- 
ried; and much unſettled, by ſuch long diſ- 
puting, and by their mutual Perſecutions, 
St. Auſtin any reverenced for his Learn- 
ity) was ſo happy as to deter- 
mine and quiet all the Strife and Conten- 
tion; by ſhewing them, that, „ As the 
4 e, or internal WISDOM ö of God, 
«is what Philoſophy and the inſpired Wri- 
ters have called the Son; the Father in 
<* ſuch ſpeaking, can be no other but the 


« Divine INTELLECT: and the 


« Spiration that is joined by the Antients 
c and the Scripture to theſe two, muſt be 


the Spiration of LOVE; that is, the 


« beatifying Self-Complacence, or SE L F- 
©* DELIGHT of God, ariſing from his 
« Confideration and Enjoyment of his on 


infinite Perfect ions. What the learned 


Reformer, Theodore Bezs, hath faid of this 
account of St. Aaſt in, is as judicious as cis 
remarkable. Quis ſano Homini perſuaſerit, 

D 4 aliter 
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aliter docuiſſe Aug uſtinum de Trinitate, quam 
Eccleſiæ Africanæ; aut iftas rurſus aliter, quam 
Cat holicus Senſus ferret, ſenſiſſe? What 
Man of ſound Underſtanding will judg, 
that St. Auſtin taught any other ways con- 
« cerning the Trinity, than didithe African 
Churches; or they any other ways, than 
the Catholick Senſe; and Conſent was?“ 
Beze Opuſcula, pag. 64 99. 
The ſhort Is oy to og all- perfect Be- 
ing, Author of all things, Judg of the ra- 
tional accountable Creation, known to us 
by the Effects of his Power and Wiſdom, 
namely, the Works of Creatian, and the In- 
terpoſitions of his Prauidence, is moſt truly, 
perfectly, and numerically, One Being, one 
Mind or Spirit. He may be however, and 
is diſtinguiſhed, firſt by partial and rela- 
tive Conceptions of him; that is, by the 
Attributes (ſo called) of his Nature: And 
again, by a real, internal, triple Diſt inction, 
of INTELLECT; or unbegatten Wiſ⸗ 
dom; generated or begotten Wiſdom, or 
God as SELF-K N OWING; 4and: fi- 
nally, as having à beatifying Love, or 
SELF-DELIGH T, ariſing from the in- 
finite and immutable Perfections of his Na- 


Original and 1 For even all the 
Antients, but eſpeciall 
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that Platoniz'd, ſo ſpake; and we have the 
Authority of St. Joha, in his Goſpel, Epi- 


ſtles, and Revelation, fo to ſpeak.” And as 
to the name Spirit, it is not here uſed as 
ſignifying an incorporeal Being, but a Spira- 
tion; a mental Spiration; that is, a LOVE- 
to one's ſelf or anodt her. 
And here tis proper, and almoſt neceſ- 
fary to note, that as in Exgliſß we ſay in- 
differently Holy SPIRIT, and Holy 
GHOST; ſo theſe two words have pre- 
ciſely the fame ſignification. For as Spiri- 
tus in Latin, is primarily and originally 
Flatus, Ventus, Spiratio, a Breath, a Wind, 
2 Spiration; and only ſecondarily sand tra- 
latitiouſly an incorporeal Being: So Gaſt or 
Ghoſt in the Engliſh or Saxon, is originally 
and primarily, or in its firſt Notation and 
Signification, a Ghouſt, Gouſt, or Guſt; that 
is, a Spiration; or rather ſtrong and power- 
ful Spiration, of any ſort ; and only tra- 
latitiouſly and ſecondarily 4 Spirit or incor- 
poreal Being. It is in the original and pri- 
maryn genſe, that we are to underſtand 
Holy Ghaſt; that is, not for an incorporeal 
Being, but as we underſtand Holy Spirit; 


that is, the Devine Spiratiunm. 
3. Theſe Diſtinctians in God, ate named 
Perſons, a word taken up on: purpoſe: by 
the Antients in this Article; becauſe with 
chem it imported quite cantrary to the 
words Being and Subſtance, For ſome Greeks 


= 
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began to ſay, three Divine Hpoſtafes : but 4 in 
3 — as much as to — three = 
Divine Sabſtances, which implies three Di- „ An 
vine Beings; and that again, three Gods, 1 
it was diſliked by the more learned, in 
particular by St. Athanaſius. But St. Jeram, 
in his Epiſtles to Pope Damaſus and others, 
raiſed ſuch an Out-cry againſt it, calling 
it Sacritege and Blaſphemy; that thereupon 
they all agreed, in {hott time, to uſe Per. 
Jons, to deſcribe the triple Diſtin#ion in God, 
Becauſe, as I ſaid, that word did not then 
ſignify, as *tis now among us miſapplied 
and miſuſed, intelligent or rational Being: 
but the Qualities, Modes, Diſtin&#ion; 
(internal or external) of an intelligent 
Being. 10 y TON! 
| = the whole then, the Churches fay, 
“There is but one Devine Being, or God; 
« whoisone BEING, MIN D or SPL 
« RIT, as truly, properly and numerical); 
as a particular Angel or Man is but one 
& Being, but one Angel or Man.“ 

«© The three Divine Perſons are, as that 
« word properly ſignifies, and was always 
« uſed by the Antients; three internal 
„Diſtinctions, in God: namely, the Divine 
«© INTELLECT, or anbegotten Wiſdom; 8 
„ the Divine SELEH-KNOWLERDG, I ar 
4 or begotten Wiſdom; the beatify ing Self. | 
„ complacence or Self-delight, or LOVE \ 
of himſelf, ariſing to the ſypream Be- ther, 
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ut „ ing by his View, and any forma of his 
«4 own infinite and immutable Perfection. 
« And | | 11 300 HEE (15 
The appellations Father, Son, and Spirit 
4 or Spiration, are the names that the An- 
« tients, in their fguratiue way of ſpeaki 
« gave to the three Divine Perſons, Wi 
them LOVE was a Spiration; every 
6 Cauſe, eſpecially a mental Cauſe, was 
« called Parens or Father; and its Effect 
& was Proles or Son. And *tis only an 
« Ignorance of the antient Forms and 
« Modes of ſpeaking, that miſleads any 
into any other Interpretation of the Ar- 
« ticle of the Trinity; or that diſpoſes 
„em to doubt of, or to wonder at this. 
&s 'This Philoſophy concerning the Diftive- 
4 zzous in God, came in (it may be) ori- 
„ ginally, for good part of it, from the 
« Platonick and Stoick Philoſophers; but 
being approved by St. John, then diſtin- 
« guiſhed and explained by St. Auſtin, and 
A received unanimouſly by the Churches 
* and all learned Writers, for about thir- 
teen hundred Years laft paſt ; and labour- 
ing under no Inconſiſtenter, or valuable 
. Difficalties, we cannot but acquieſce in 

mn: #74 | Y F591 £4 4.02%0 

I am not aware that there is more than 
one Exception to be made, in the caſe. 
We do not find, have ſome ſaid, that Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, have in Stripture the 


| . 
| 
| 
[ 
| 
| 
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Ggnifications. that this (pretended) Catho- 
lict Expoſition of the Trinity doth ſuggeſt 
and affirm: Doth the Father, ſo often as 
that word oceurreth in Scripture, ſignify 
the Divine INTELLE CT; or Son and 


Spiration, the Divine SEL F-K NOW. 


LEDG and Divine LOVE? If it be 
neceſſary to believe a Trinity, in God's 
name let it be a Scripture - Trinity; but In- 
tellect, Self-knowledg, and Love, are perhaps 
never there mentioned. This therefore is 
no Scripture-Trinity, and we mult not exal 


Philoſophick Notions into Articles of Faith. 


I. would ask theſe Objectors, 
(I.) Is there then no Truth, or no 
weighty and neceſſary Truth, but what is 
originally, and in its firſ# Riſe and Begin- 
nings,.z Scripture-Truth ? Is it neceſſary 
that the inſpired Writers do firſt ſay it; or 
it cannot he neceſſary, no nor valuable, or 
fit: to be generally propoſed ? The Being of 
God, and. the Principles of ' Morality, are 
the Eſſential parts of Religion: were the 
Prophets and Apoſtles the firſt Advancers 
and Propoſers of them? „Came they not 
« from Philoſophy; that is, from a due 
« Conſideration of the wonderful Mandane 
« Syſtem ? And do we not now prove them 
« chiefly, if not only, by that?? | 
(2.) St. Auſtin was not of the Mind of 
the Objectors; he thought this 4 Scripture- 
Trinity, and to be found chiefly, as well as 
| | prima- 
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s rimurily, in the very firft, Chapter of G. 


neſs; where Moſes faith, God made Man in 
ju own Likeneſs and Image, Gen. 1. 26, 27. 
„There being, /aith thi Father, a Trinity 
4 in Man; Fa te Hunan Soul is 'ne i 
« Eſſence, or Subſtance; rie in Powers, 
« immanent Acts, and Modes of Exiting: 
© it hath Jarelle, Self-Kowledg, and Se 
Delight; and thus is 'thrze in one. And 
« the. Soul being the very nage and Like- 
neſs of God: thefe Diſftin#ions called 
© Perſons, muſt be more perfectly in him, 
than in us.“ And this Notion: is the 


Subſtance of the ſix or ſeven aſt Books, 


of fourteen, that this Father wrote, de Tri- 
nitate; of which he faith, © Hos Libros fa 


« venis ſcripſi, Senex edidi: With what 


ſucceſs the learned World knows. © Nor 
doth he make that Allegation from: the 
Book of Geneſis, a By-Proof of his Doctrine 
of the Trinity; but faith, It is the moſt 
ſure: and not obſcurely, doth he cenſure, 
tho at diſtance, the many other impertinent 
and foreign Scripture-Proots alledged by 
many. N 141 tn * — 18 : 
65 But hath not St. John alſo taught, 
and expreſly, ſuch a Son, and ſuch a Father, 
2s this Explication teacheth? If the f, 
the Internal WIS DOM of God, (the 
ame with his SEL F-KNOWLE DG) 
s certainly the Onlj-begotten, and the Son, 
in the Doctrine of St. John; what elfe, 
but 
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but the Divine INTELLECT, will 
we make to be the Father, in ſuch way of 
ſpeaking of God? And for the Spiratian, 
or Divine LOVE, this Self-complacence 
of God, is that immanent abiding Act, that 
both cauſes and comprehends his Whole 
Bleſſedne/s: that who would rightly philo. 
fophize of God, after obſerving the other 
two Diſtinctions of the all · pe Being, 
the Divine Intallect, and the adequate Self. 
Kyowleag, ſhould wholly miſearry in his 
Deſign, if he do not add the Beatifying 
Self-complacence. Accordingly, St. John, that 
expreſly mentions the Father and Son in 
this Trinity, ſays alſo, Gad s LOVE, 
1 John 4, 8, In which general Expreſſion, 
he intended likely to refer to the Internal 
Self-Love of God, that maketh his Bleſſed- 
neſs ; and not only to the external and rele 
tive Love ; that is, his Benignity or Mercy, 
(g.) I would (not unwillingly ) grant, 
to the Objectors, and to Doctor Clarke, that 
the word Father, as uſed of God in Scrip- 
ture, doth more commonly, and almoſt 
generally ſignify the Father of all things, 
and is equivalent to the, word God; and 
Son denotes our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, con- 
lider'd as /apernatarall begotten: by the only 
Power of God: And that by the Holy 
Spirit is meant, the Divine Inſpiration, Di- 
vine Power, Divine Direction, Holineſs, and 
ſuch like, Alſo, that thus they Ggnity 
in 


| 
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in the Baptiſmal Form ; for” the Meaning 
of that Form is, I baptize thee into 
« the Acknowledgment, Obedience, and 
« Direction of God, as the univerſal Fa- 
« ther; of Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, 
« as the Meſſias and Mediator ſent to direct 
„us in the true way to Heaven; and of 
« that Spiration, or Inſpiration of God, | 
„ which he excieth us to Good, and ena 
4 us therein,” For ſo the ableſt (critical 
Orthodox Interpreters underſtand, both the 
baptiſmal Form appointed by our Saviour, 
Matth. 28. 19. and the uſual Bleſſing. of 
St. Paul 'to the Churches, to which he 
writes, But then, I ſay alſo, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit, as thus meant, and which 
is the more ſual meaning in Scripture; is 
not the Trinity intended by the Catholick 
Church, when ſhe ſaith there are three Di- 
vine | Perſons in God, or the Godhead. (or 
God) is three Divine. Perſons: for in theſe 
words ſhe intendeth (if L may ſo ſpeak) 
the Trinity of St. Johz, and St. Paul; a 
Trinity of Powers, immanent (that is, in- 
ternal and abiding) Acts, or Diſtinctions in 
God: In ſhort, a Trinity of Perſons in the 
ſenſe that the Antients always uſed. that 
word ; and as tis ſo often expounded in theſe 
Papers, and will hereafter he fully vindicated. 
and cleared; namely, the Divine INTEL. 
LECT, SELF-KNOWLEDG, and 
SELF-COMPLACENCE. 4” 
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5 S'-E © IT. 0 III. 2511 
e remains that or go over, as briefly 
as may, be, the eleven Heads or Arti- 
cles of Dr. Clatke 8 Expoſition of the Tri- 
vity, the Divine Pg, and the Incarnation. 
It nn 

1. „ There' are three Divine Perſons 
4 and a Perſon is with all Men ( but the 
&« - School- argouiſts) as much as to ſay, 4 
« diſtinc (intelligent or rational) B E. 
«TING? 

Of this Compliment to the Doctor, of 
| the Chairs in Univerſities, as all, (or almo 
all) theſe Jargoniſts were, we have ſpoke 

before; now to his Affirmation it ſelf. 


yu he faith, all Men by Perſon do un- 


rſtand, or do mean, a particular intel- 
ligent (or rational) Being; if he ſpeaks 
ſeriouſly and ſincerely, he muſt intend al 


the Carters and Ploughmen, all the Smiths 


and other lower ſort of Artificers; briefly, 
all the unlearned, fo unlearned that they 


are wholly unacquainted with Grammar, 


or at beſt cannot conſult a Diftionary, and 
much leſs a critital Author. He cannot 


but know, that as to learned Men, all theſe 
by Perſons do underſtand and mean the 


Qualities, 
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Qualities, Modes, or Diſtinctions (inward 


or out ward) of intelligent or rational Be- 
ings; and not the Beings themſelves. And 
this is ſo notorious among the loweſt Pre- 
tenders to the Latin or Greek Tongues, from 
which the word Perſoz is derived, that 1 
cannot frame my ſelf to debate at large 
ſuch a Mock-queſtion with the Doctor, hy 
Examples. and Inſtances: he hath, none of 
his ſide; and he will never ſay it a ſecond 
time, that © Perſons and intelligent Beings 
are the ſame, with learned Men, or in 
„ antient Books,” Notwithſtanding, be- 
cauſe here is only my poſitive Denial a- 
gainſt another (more learned) Writer's pi 
ſitive Affirmation; and that ſome. Readers 
may deſire to know where they may find 
this Queſtion between us decided, by ce -/ 
lebrated Grammar ians, or as they ſpeak, 
Criticks in the Greek and Latin Tongues ; 
ſuch may pleaſe ta conſult Laurentius Val. 
lenſis, Elegantiarum Ling. Lat. I. 6. cap. 34. 
Chriſtianus Becmannus, de Originibus Ling. 
Lat. p. 829. voce Perſona. J. C. Scaliger 
(quoted by -Becman) l. 1. cap. 73. They 
will ſee in theſe Criticbs, that Perſon and 
Perſons, in their preſent , uſe among the 
common People, (and from them, among 
others alſo in familiar Speech) are intended 
and taken quite contrary, to their primi- 
tive and general ſignification among the 
Antients; and that it is but ſince the Ir- 
E ruptions 
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ruptions of the Goths into Italy, and other 
Provinces of the Roman Empire, that Per- 
ſon is uſed for an intelligent Being, a Man 
(ſuppoſe) or an Angel: that its true im- 
port in Latin Authors, is a Quality, Ac- 
cident, Office, Property, Relation, or ſuch 
like (external or internal) Diſtinction of an 
intelligent Subſtance or rational Being; 
and not ſuch Being or Subſtance it ſelf. 
They all blame (the noble) Severinus Boe- 
tius, prime Miniſter of State to Theodorick 
King of the Goths in Italy ; for that he, firſt 
it ſeems, defined a Perſon to be an indivi- 
dual Subſtance, of the rational Rind; the 
fame as to ſay, a Perſon is 4 particular in- 
telligent or rational Subſtance, or Being; the 
very Definition given here by Dr. Clarke. 
Theſe Critiets obſerve, that it fo, God be- 
ing three 'Perſons, he muſt alſo be three 
rational intelligent Sabſtences and Beings ; 
which is both Hereſy, and a Contradicł ion. 
They laugh at his Reaſon, why a Perſon 
(eſpecially a Divine Perſon) muſt be a ra- 
tional Subſtance or Being, not a Mode, 
Quality, or other mere Diſtinction of ſuch 
Subſtance and Being ; becauſe, ſaith he, 
Qualities, Modes, and ſuch like, are not 
of the Eſſence of the Beings or Subſtances 
to which they belong; but may be away, 
or may be changed into their contraries, 
without hurt to, or alteration of ſuch Sub- 
ſtances or Beings : but the Divine Perſons 
| are 
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are originally, connaturally, and immutably 
in God. Vallenſius asks hereupon; Are not 
Heat and Light, Qualities of the Sun? and 
yet ſo eſſential.to him, that they are con- 
naturally and immutably in him, fo connatu- 
rally, that he ſhould not be the Sun with- 
out them: take them away, and he is no 
longer a Sun. Vallenſis lived and died in 
great Eſteem and Repute at Rome, where 
he was Canon of the Church of St. John 
Lateran; and his Book is accounted the 
Rule and Standard of Latin Propriety and 
Elegance. (tt, r 

The Reader then ſees, that if the Church 
lays tres Perſanæ, there are three Divine Pen- 
ſans; if ſhe means Beings, ſhe muſt ex- 
preſly ſay ſo: becauſe otherways all learned 
Men will, nay muſt underſtand it, there 
are three Diſfinctians in God; or the ane 
Divine Being is to be conlider'd under 4 
triple Diſtinitios. N P- 

II. “ Each of theſe Divine Beings hath 
„ true and real Divinity, and is as truly 
* and really God by Mature, as Man is by 
% Nature truly Man.“ Ft 

It had been enough to ſay, as in the 
firſt Article, there are three Diuise Be- 
ings: for to affirm three Diving Beings, is 
as fully and explicitly to ay thres GODS, 
as to ſay three Human or three Angelica! 
Beings; is to affirm three Angels or three 
Men. But to remove = poſſible Doubt, 

18 2 we 
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we ſee, it is added in this ſecond Article; 
“The three Divine Beings have each of 
„them, (not a metaphorical, figurative, 
& or other eluſive, but) true and real Di- 
vinity, and that too by Nature: ſo that 
« each of them is as truly and really God, 
in his very Product ion; as a Man is Man 
« by Nature, or an Angel is an Angel.“ 
*Tis undeniable that he could have ſaid: no 
more of three Gods, or more perfectly and 
explicity deſcribed three Gods, than by ſay- 
ing of them, “ Each of them hath true and 
real Divinity, and each of them is as 
„ much God by Nature, as an Angel is an 
„Angel, or a Man is Man by Nature.” 
What was indeed the Doctor's meaning, 
I do not determine; but of the meaning 
of his words, every Reader (who is but a 
Grammarian) can judg as well as he. True 
and real Divinity, and God by Nature, every 
Man underſtands; and will judg, that 
Who ſaith, „There are three Beings that 
* -have, by Nature, true and real Divinity,” 
hath as truly and really ſaid there are 
three Gods, as *tis poffible to ſay it. 

_ "Tis well; but is there no Pre-eminence, 
Internal or external, among theſe Di- 
vine BEINGS? Are they | abſolutely 
owe ? Why, for that; they are equal, and 
: ey are nor equal. Firſt, they are equal; 
, Org + 1 Un Gr 
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III. „The Father, or firſt Divine Be- 
« ing, hath all Divine Powers and Per- 
« fections; of - himſelf, or underivedly from , 
« any other; the other two Divine Be- 
« ings- have them 'by a PLENARY. 


« COMMUNICATION from the Fa- 
« 'ther, with' their Natares, or in their Peri. 


« vation' from him. But whether that 
« Derivation were, by Generation from 
„chis Subſtance, or by Creation, or ra- 


« ther ſtill in ſome other by us incom 


« prehenfible and © ineffable manner, tlie 
« Scriptures have not defined; and there- 
« fore neither ſhould Men bave preſumed. 
Ito determine.“ 

Here are two Propoſitions, beſides what. 
he faith. of the Derivation ; "the firſt, that 
as the Father hath all Divine Powers and 
perfections; ſo alſo have the other two 
Divine Beins; and not 
Plenary Communication from the Father. 
Secondly, This Communication is in their 
Derivatien, N 6r with their Natures. 
amounts te thus much, that Their Pow- 


ers and? Perfections, tho derived indeed, 
ate yet connate and natural to them; 


* they are in their Natares, and therefore 
«are inmutally in them.” To theſe two 


Affirmations, I obſerve, the Pte-eminence 
of the Father is then purely honorary : he 
is'no- otherways ſuperior to the other two 


Og Beings ; than a human Father may 


by a Partial,. but 


Which 


E 3 be 


= 
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be ſaid to be above two ſuch Sons, as are 
not only Men, but are equally qualified with 
himſelf; that is, there is indeed an inequa- 
lity of Honour, and Dignity among them- 
ſelves; but none with reſpect to others, 
whether Men or Angels; for all others 
muſt equally eſteem and reverence equal 
Perſections. So much for their Equality; 
they are equal in all abſolute or real Powers 
and Per fections. But next, we axe to learn, 
they are not equal; tho equally having 
all Divine Powers: Which is thus made 
out. vu 

IV. «The Father is ſapream, and he 
ce only independent; independent, as not ha- 
ving received his Being and Divinity 
« from any other Being; and ſapream, 


“as being the original Author of Exiſtence 


„ and of Divinity, to the other two Di- 
“vine Beings. As contrary, the Son and 
«Spirit are dependent, and ſubordinate 
« Beings :: ſubordinate, as being poſterior. in 
the Order of Nature, tho not of Time, to 
« the Father; and dependent, as having 
e originallj received their Exiſtence and 
« their Godhead, from the Good: Pleaſure 

V OCT”: 
But when the fluß . ſuch, namely, 
in things rea; and the Inequality is only 
in Circumſtances : if perhaps ane might ſay, 
the Father is independent and ſupream, 
yet one cannot ſay, the Son and Spirit 
| 5 are 
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are dependent Beings, or that they are tra 
ſubordinate. For who would fay of two 
human Sons, co-ordinate to one another and 


to their Father, not only in reſpect of | 


their common Nature, but of their perſo- 
nal Qualifications, and their Eſtates, that 
they are more dependent than is their 
Father, or properly ſubordinate to him ? 
Briefly, the abſolute and relative Perfec- 
tions do make the Deity ; the mere Cir- 
cumſtance of derived or «nderived doth not 
affect any. fort of Beings, whether Divine 
or Created; it maketh no real In- equality 
among them. e 
_ *Tis, a vain Caution, that I uſe. an ex- 
traordinary Heed and Care, no where to 
ſay in Terms, there are three Gods; if I ſay 
it in Senſe, by aſcribing true and real Di- 
vinity, and all Divine Powers, and Perfections, 
to three diſtin& Beings : that I call them 
derived or  anderived, neither helps nor 
hurts in the Caſe. © 

V. „In that there are three diſtinct Di- 
“ vine BEINGS that are intelligent and 
4 ſpiritual Beings; we muſt needs alſo ſay, 
1 wi are three Divine. SPIRLTSand 
EAINDSY 


The Conſequence here is ſo plain, that 


tho it be but a Conſequence; I thought I 
might here ſet it down among Dr, Clarke's 


profeſſed Doctrines. There is great diſſe- 


rence, I allow, between Conſequences and 
15 24 expreſs 


— 
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expreſs or direct Affirmations , but who 
faith, three diſtinct intelligent and 5 15 
Beings, will be judged by all capable Rea- 
ders to have aid, thereby, and therein, 
three diſtin MIN PS and SPIRIT S. 
And this, ſeeing we are ſealing of Divine 
Beings, is to ſay three Divine SPIRITS 
and MINDS. "But is not this, undenia- 
bly, thre GODS? or ob nc; 


. SID cf 113g 5713 5:igm 08 34; 
One may, and ought to excuſe unwary 
Expreſſions, that occur only here and there, 
in Books written by the moſt Learned, 
When tlie Expreſſions are not broad, open, 
and groſs, and not tog often fepeateq j it 
5 1 e eee Ii — 1 

is bur Humanity, and à due Candor,. to 
judge that the Author meant not ſo much 


as he hath unwarily Aid. But this is not 
the caſe of the Books, and Explication, we 
are now conſidering ; the Books ſay'eyery 
where, three Divine BEINGS, three that 
have REAL AND TRVE, Divinity; 
three, each of Which 5 GOD. BY, NA- 
TURE, and as much as an Angel is by 
Nature an Angel, or a Man is by. ature 
a Man; three that have ALL DIVINE 
POWERS AND PERFECT INS, 
the firſt of them indeed underivedly, but 
the other two by a PLENARY COM- 
MUNICA TION, from that Firſt, in 
their DERIVATION, and WITH 
THEIR NATURE S; three Beings that 
are INTELLIGENT and SPIRIT. 
3 8 TU Al, 


* 
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0 TU AI, as Well as DIVINRE. I fy, 
al an Explication and Books that thus ſpea 


1 and every where, can have no allowances 
n, made to them. for. haſte, or inadyertence ; 

8. but we find our ſelves obliged, in common 
ne Senſe, and 5 Prudence, to under. 


5 ſtand them by, the cuſtomary and current 
a- Meaning of the Words üſed; and not; by 
a ſtrained and abſurd, Courteſy, n 

VI, *As to the Relations, t at tlie Di- 

% vine Beings have to us, to the Creation, 

« and the Government of the Univerſe ; ; all 
« rhipgs were, made, and are: ovgrngd by 
40 this Oeconomy or, Meth ; namely, 
that the 79 e "the Son. and 

« Spirit.do, exeogte,: in {uck li Particylats and 
« "Cafes, and in ſüuch Order and Method, 
fe 25 the, Father 5 Be Of the ſame 
kind is the next, or * As 19 of this 
Explication; for aith, e Di ni- 
4 405 3 4 ding 457 oF. rived from a Ihe 

uch; and ſuch. the: Obligation. and 

q Hebe, of having. received Exlſtence and 

12 from the Father; chat there- 

ore the derived Diving Beings, not only 

4d, all things according to the Will of 

the Father, 125 they PR A and 61 E 
THANKS tq. him.” 

As much as to ſay, they are under Ward- 
ſhip and Pupillage.” he might grant, ſuch 
grateful and pious Obſervance of God un- 
derived, by the Gods derived from him; 

that 
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that they would conſult him, in very great 
or dubious caſes, as (in particular) when 
things might be done or be regulated ſeve- 
ral ways; or be done, or not done at all: 
but for Praying, and Eiving Thanks, two 
Almighties and. Omniſcients, tho derived, 
being ſufficient” for Themſelves and for all 
Occurrences ; they can never have occaſipn 
to Pray, or to give Thanks. 14 

VIII. “ The ſecond Divine Being did aſ- 
« fume, our Fleſh; 10 die, for the 377 
„ che World. But the Incarnation did fo 
« DIMINI SH, and even EMPTY 
„ him of his original and connate Glor 

« nd Powers; that the Spirit or third 
« Divine Being was | neceſſarily given to 
« him, for his Guide, his ConduCter, and 
« Enabler; and it was the Spirit indeed 


„that did all his Miracles ; hinfelf did 


“ none, nor could do.” . ©. iy v 
Here ate theſe Particulars; The ſecond 
Divine Being aſſumed our Fleſh. bs al- 
ſumed our Fleſh, to die for the Sins of 
the World. And, he was entirely dzſabled, 
by his Incarnation ; ſo that it was the Spi- 
rit that did all his Miracles. They lack 
to be explained; I will conſider them, ſe- 
verall ß. N e 
Whereas this Explication always faith, 
the ſecond Divine Being did affume our 
Fleſb; as if he did not affume a compleat 
human Nature, a, human Soal as well as 
| | l 
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a Body: If the Doctor ſo meant, it would 
be ha Apalinar ian Hereſy; and inconſiſtent 
with many clear Paſſages of Holy Scrip- 
ture. Saith our Saviour, then juſt about 
to die, Father, into thy Hands I commend my. 
SPIRIT. It was ſure his Soul, and not 
his un- dying Omnipotent Divinity, that he 
committed or commended to the Keeping 
and Benevolence of the Father. Acts 2. 43. 
Pavid, foreſeeing Jeſus Chriſt, ſpeaketh of 
« his. Reſarrettiow; ſaying, his SOUL was 
„got left in Hel, nor did bis FLESH fee 
* Corruption.” The Antitheſis here, of the 
Kare raue ent Os _ 
pla inly intended to ſignify to us; that Jeſus: 
Gl as truly as RS Men, did con- 
i of; 2 Soul as well as Body. Nor could 
he be ſo often called the Man: Jeſus Chriſt, 
if he had not a human Saul as well as Body; 
for God incarnate is not a Man, but God: 
any; only a Soul incarnate is a Man: 
God aſſuming a Soul as well as Body, 15 
GOD-MA N. | 
He faith again; the ſecand Divine. Bo- 
ing did aſſume our Fleſh, 50: die for the 
Sins of che World. But ſuch a Being could 
not die; nor can I think, that Dr. Clarke 
lo meant; it ſeems to be a Thought, that 
could not enter into ſuch a Head, as his. 
Therefore I will not here argue againſt 
that (old) abſurd Hereſy. But whereas 
he ſaith farther; the ſecond Divine Being 
was 
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was incarnate, to die for the Sins of the 
World: He ought not, and 1 ſuppoſe he 
doth not intend, that this was the only End 
of 'the Incarnation for another chief End 
was, to be the L GHT and the LIFE, 

as St. John ſpeaks; that is, to be our Light 
or Director, untò that eternal Life of Reit i 
ſedneſs, that is laid up with God for the 
Faithful, the Pious, and God 
It cannot be true, what this Raped bn 
Aich, in the laſt place; that the Incarna- 
tion did ſo Diminſſh, and even Enpty, the 
Divine Being incarnate; that he became 
wholly diſabled: he lacked the Spirit for 
his Conducter, and Enabler; and not lig, 
bur the Spitit did all his Miracles. For 
ven incarnate Souls arb not diſabled in any 
af !'their* ſpinirual Powers, by®their Union 
witWan-organiz2d Body 5 how uch leß a 
Duane Being and Spirit! J 938018 | 
That our: Saviour lacked, on divers Oc. 
caſions; the ſpecial Concurren&s! of the ins" 
dwelling Divinity, and prayed thereto on 
exttaotdinary Occaſions, hat R no difficulty; 
a8 Che! ncarmation's 'underſto6d in the Ca. 
chblick” Church. Becauſe ſhe ſaith, that 
xbeir? che Divinity: (even the Fulneſs of the 
Gvahead):dwelt in Chriſt; yet ſhe farth alſo, 
| the actual Communications of Powtr and 
Konledg, from the Divinity tothe Huma- 
nity, de appear in Scripture to, be Io a- 
dapted to the neceſſary and proper Mg 
for 


of the Divine Unity; G. 77 


for them, that the Humanity was there- | 


upon frequently obliged: to/Pray, and after- 
wards: to give Thanks.” .. But Dr. Clarke ha- 
ving imagined three Divine Beings, and 
that one of theſe was incarnate; that is, 
according to him, did aſſume only a Bod); 
and finding in Scripture that our Saviour 
Prayed, and gave Thanks : He could ſay no 
other hereupon, but that the incarnate Divi- 
nity became diſabled and emptied; lacked a 
Guide and Conducter: who did in truth 
all his Miracles. ja att 
As the diminiſhing and emptying are im- 
poſſible in themſelves; ſo, that the Spirit 
did the Miracles of our Saviour, is contrary 
to the Doctor's own Scheme, as compared 
with the expreſs words of our Saviour. The 
Scheme ſaith ; the Father is the firſt Divine 
Being, the. Son is the ſecond Divine Being; 
and the Spirit is the third: Of- theſe, the 
Son was Incarnate ; but thereby ſo weakned 
in his Powers, that not he, but the Spirit 
(the third Divine Being) did all his Mira- 
cles. But our Saviour ſaith, contrary; The 
Father, that dwelleth in me, he doeth the Works, 
John 14. 10. Meaning, however, not the 
_ of three Divine Beings, but the only 
uch. THF 427) 38. 
IX; © Thus there are three true and real 
« Divinities; yet the Scripture always faith, 
“but one God, and one Godhead or Divi- 
© nity; becauſe it meaneth not, one God 
| ic in 


| 
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« in Number, or but one who is God (or 
< a God) by Nature: but that the three 
« Divinities do jointly and ananimouſl go- 
 < yern the Univerſe, which hereby is z 
« Monarchy, and the governing Beings are 
« Politically but one RECTOR ; that is, 
but one GOD. Or, ſecondly, becauſe 
the Dignity of an- derived on the part of 
the Father, and the Obligation of derived 
« onthe parts of the other two Divine Be- 
< ings,are ſuch; that the Scripture thereupon 
might ſay, one Godhead, and one God; that 
« is, one Original God, or one who is God from 

« himſelf th. 7 and meaning the Father.” 
But the firſt and great Commandment, as 
our Saviour ſays of it; Hear, O Iſrael, Je- 
' hovah thy God it one Jehovah ; and thoa ſhalt 
love Jehovah, thy God, with all thy Mind and 
Soul; Deut. 6. 4, 5. Matth. 22. 38. I fay, 
that firſt and great Charge, the grand Aim 
and Intent of both the Teſtaments; and 
the natural Notion that all Men have, when 
they ſay but one God; will not be ſo trifled 
away. Intelligent Beings, of whatſoever 
kind, are never, in common uſual Speech, 
or in Scripture; which ſpeaking to Men, 
ſpeaketh to them in their own Forms and 
Modes, and according to their own uſual 
Meanings : I fay, Intelligent Beings of 
whatſoever kind, are never ſaid to be (ex. 
gr.) but one Angel, or but one Man; be- 
cauſe it may be two or three of them oy 
jointly 


of the Divine Unity, . 79 
jointly concerned in one Action, Care, Com- 
miſſion, or other Affair. And if they are 
joined in a certain Government, ſuch Go- 
vernment is never called a Monarchy, or 
they a Monarch; but the Government is 
an Ariſtocrecy, and the ruling Powers are 
called the Senate, or the States. L420 

It is not to reaſon, but in effect 
mock, or to banter; to ſay, that but one 
God, one Angel, or one Man, may be uſed 
of more Men, more Angels, or divers Gods; 
becauſe they are joined perhaps in a Go- 
vernment, Care, Commiſſion, Authority, 
or any ſuch like: for all Men know, that 
an Angel, a Man, a God, are the Names 
of a particular Being, and not of an Office, 
a Government, or any the like. | 

And it is again, as much a Sophiſtry and 
Eluſion, to pretend, three Divine Beings 
that have equal Perfections, are but one 
God, becauſe only one of them is wnderived, 
the other two are derived from him. For 
ſhould we ſay, a Father and his two Sons 
are but one Man, becauſe the Sons are de- 
rived from their Father? Do Beings of 
any kind forfeit their ind, becauſe only the 
firſt Pair in the kind were underived, the 
reſt derived from them? The Doctor might 
as well have ſaid, Adam was the only Man 
or the one Man; as that the Father is the 
one God, becauſe the other tWo Divine Be- 
ings are derived from him. | 

| 1 
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I think however, Dr. Clarke hath ſpoke 
in the caſe, with Sincerity ; being fully-poſ- 
ſeſſed with the Opinion, that the Scripture 
teaches three Divine Beings ; and obſer. 
ving that the ſame Scripture owneth but 
one, only true, and living God, as our Savi- 
our hath expreſſed the Divine Unity: he 
concluded, that the Meaning mult be; not, 
one only true and living God, in Number ; 
but by ſome other kind or ſort of Unity: 
That is, either as one of the three Divine 
Beings, being Father and Cauſe of the other 
two; he is therefore called the one God, or 
only God, in way of Eminence. Or, be- 
cauſe there being but one Government of the 
Univerſe, managed jointly and unanimouſly 
by Father, Son, and Spirit ; therefore we 
may take God for the Name of that Go- 
wernment, and not the Name of 4 particu- 
lar Being. ä | 
The Queſtion then between the Doclor, 
and (I cannot avoid ſay ing it) the Catho- 
lick Church, muſt be propoſed in theſe 
Terms. © Is GOD the Name of an all- 
perfect Being? Or is it the Name of a 
« Social Government ; becauſe three Divine 
« Beings do unanimouſly govern the Uni- 
« verſe? Or again, of a Dignity ; becauſe, 
« of three who are by Nature equally Per- 
« fe, only God wnderived is called God; 
« the other two are to be called only 
« Divine Beings or if they are called Gods, 
£c 
yet 


Socini. 
ces, 
Trithe 
a Pat 
under 


poſed, 
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hn ce yet only the anderived, ſhall be called 
4 « the one God, or the only God; meaning, 
« not in excluſion of the other two, but 
« the underived is the one and the only 
ar God, in way of Diſtinition and Eminence.” 


vi- I ay, this is the Queſtion between the 
he Doctor and the Churches; © Is Goda really 
ot, « exiſtent Being, a ſomewhat in Nature? 


Tr; „Or is he only a great Name the Name 
« of a Social Government, managed by 


- « Three; or of a relative Dignity, namely, 
ler « as à human Father, tho but equal to his 
or “Sons in Natare, and Qualifications, is yet 
be- prior to them in Dignity, as he is their 


the « Father, and hath thereupon ſome ſingular 
100 « diſtinguiſhing Name?“ I reckon, it would 
we be accounted ridiculous, - to diſpute this 
Go- Queſtion ſerio»ſty, that is verily. but ſportive. 
icu- But he ſaith NN | Ly > Wat | 

X. He hath ſupported this Explication, 


Tor, hy f more than twelve. Hundred Texts, out 
tho- « of the New Teſtament only.“. WIE 
iſe But I do not believe, that any one of 


all his Readers will judge, that he hath al- 
fa ledged one Text in ſo many, that is really 
vine to the purpoſe of Tritheiſm. Arianiſm and 
Ini- Socinianiſm have been, and are in ſome pla- 
uſe, ces, Names of real and potent Parties; 
Tritheteſm never was, nor ever will be 
a Party or Sect in the Chriſtian Church, 
under what Diſguiſes ſoever it be pro- 
poſed. It being ſo manifeſtly the great 
F Deſign 


82 The Explication of the Articles 


Deſign of both the Teſtaments, to eſta» 
bliſh the Belief and Worſhip of one, ozly 
true, and living God; in oppoſition: to that 
Polytheiſm that had obtained among -the 
Pagan Nations; Dr. Clarke will be alone, 
as before him Dr. Cadworth and Dr. Pain 
were, in reſolving the Unity of the God 
of Chriſtians, not into a true, even a na- 
tural and» numerical, Unit); but an Unity 
never before heard of, an Unity conſiſting 
in Plarality, Their one God, is three Di- 
vine Beings; that concordantly govern the 
Univerſe, which is their Unity. And a- 
gain, they are one ſuch God, who is in- 
deed three Deitres ; Whereof one, being Fa- 
ther and Cauſe to the other two, this 
gives him the nominal Dignity of being 
called, in way of Diſtinction and Eminence, 
the one God. But Dr. Sherlock ingenuouſly 
revoked his Miſtakes, about this great Ar- 
ticle; and embraced the current Expoſi- 
tion of the Churches. 1 have hopes, Dr. 
Clarke did not altogether mean, or will 
not *maintain and defend, what the Words 
of his Explication or Scheme do neceſſa- 
rily imply; but he ſeems to be under this 
Dilemma: That if. he continues to fay, 
that Father, Son and Spirit are three di- 


ſtint BEINGS; he cannot come off 


from it, that his Scheme is either Trarheiſtick 
or Arian, For if the Divine Beings are 
ſaid to be equal, in all abſolute 2 

| they 
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they will be three Gods; tho only one of 
them is God azxderived, . If they are un- 
equal, in poſitive real Perfections, tis the 
Doctrine of Origes, and of jArias. Tis 
well ſaid, that the Deſtruction of Error, 
is the Building and Eſtabliſhment of Truth. 
For the Expoſition of this Article current 
in all the Churches, that the Divine Per- 
ſons are only certain Diſtiniions, that have 
the figurative Names of Father, Son, and 
Spirit or Spiration, is, hereby effectually vin- 
dicated and eftabliſh'd : Namely, © that as 
„there is no Medium to be found between 
* theſe two, they are Beings, or are only the 
«© Diſtinttions of 4 Being; becauſe (for the 
* Reaſons alledged) they cannot be the 
« former, they are therefore only the /at- 
« ter; that is, they are God conſidered 
under a real triple Diſtinition.” 

Well; but if we ſay, the Explication in 
Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine, is Tritheiſm, 
he knows how to come even with us; or 
rather, he is even with us aforehand: for 
he ſaith, laſtly, : | 

XI. © The Explication. of the Article of 
« the Trinity, by ſuch Perſons, as are only” 
Properties, Powers, immanent Acts; 
{© or other the like, that are only Diſtinc- 
© tzows of (or in) one and the ſame ratio- 
nal and intelligent BEING; is Sabel- 
lian and Socinian.” 


F 2 It 
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It was luſtily and hardily faid ; and gives 
us to underſtand, that Dr. Clarke will be 
even with any Fault-finders whomſoever : 
whether thoſe, that ſhall preſume to call 
his Expoſition Tritheiſm; or thoſe, who 
have certainly miſtaken him, that call it 
Arianiſm : they ſhall all be Socinians or Sa- 
bellians. The misfortune is, who are here 
called Socinians or Sabellians, are indeed all 
the Churches of Chriſtendom ; not only 
the Roman, the Proteſtant, and the Reformed ; 
but even the whole Greek or Eaſtern, as 
well as the Latin or Weſtern, Churches. 
Theſe all follow the Explication of St. Au- 
/in, that the Trinity is not ſo many BE- 
INGS; buta Triple DISTINCTION 
of one and the ſame Being, even INT EL- 
LECT, the Divine SELF-K NOW- 
LEDG, and the SELF-COMPLA- 
CENCE of God; or in St. Auſtin's words, 

Intellectus, Sui. Notitia, Sui- Amor. 
Indeed more generally as to theſe Di- 
ſtinctions in God; we ſay, the Divinity (or 
God) as conſidered with the firſt Diſtinc- 
„tion, is the Perſon of the Father; as con- 
ſidered with the ſecond Diſtinction, he is 
the Perſon of the Son; as conſidered with 
tlie third, he is the Perſon called the Spi- 
rit: ſo that Intellect, Self- xnowledg, and 
Self- complacence are the three Perſonalities, 
and not Perſons of God; they are not Per- 
/ons, but only as each of them is 2 
Wit 
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with the Divine Eſſence, or God. But o- 
thers deny this, and fay, they have the ma- 
jority of Doctors on their ſide; they make 
thoſe very Diſtinctions to be the Perſons, 
without confidering them with the Eſſence. 
J. H. Poſſewitz, a learned Scholaſtick of Ger- 
many, and Doctor of the Chair in an emi- 
nent Univerſity there, puts the Queſtion ; 
An Perſona in Trinitate denotet Abſtractivè, 
nempe ipſam ſubſiſtentiam; vel potius concre- 
tive, ipſum ſubſiſtens? To this he anſwers ; 
Communior ſententia eſt, Perſone nomen hic 
ſgniſicare ſabſiſtentiam : widetur enim tres 
Perſone, concretive ſumpto vocabulo Perſone, 
involvere tres diſtinct as Eſſentias. Metaphy- 
ſica Scholaſt. p. 30. His meaning is; © The 
« more common Opinion of the Divinity- 
Chairs, is that; when we ſay, three Di- 
„vine Perſons, we are to mean the three 
© Diſtinctions in God: and not in the con- 
crete way; namely, each of theſe Diſtiuc- 
tions together with the Eſſence, unto which 
« it belongs; becauſe three Perſons thus - 
© taken, ſeem to imply alſo three Eſſen- 
ces. Which were three Gods.“ I al- 
ledg this Queſtion and Anſwer, to ſhow ; 
that more commonly the SchooRDoQtors 
do not diſtinguiſh Perſonality and Perſon, 
tho the Writers of Syfems and of Controverſy 
ordinarily do; but by Perſons in God, they 
intend only (as Grammarians would) there 
are in God the aforeſaid Diſtinctions; even 
1 Intel- 


86 TheExplication of the Articles 
Intellectus, Sai-Notitia,  Sui- Amor ; Intelle&, 
Self-knowledg, and Selt-complacence. 


To underſtand well the Doctrine of St. 


Auſtin and the Chairs, concerning the Tri- 
nity of Divine Perſons, the more curious 
and capable Readers may conſult the Me- 
taphyſica Scholaſtica, and Theologia Scholaflica, 
of the abovementioned J. H. Poſſewitz, a 
Lutheran Divine; the Theologia Nataralis of 
Paulus Voetias, a Calviniſt; the Theologia 
Scholaſtica of Martinus Becanus, a Jeſuit; 
but chiefly the Merhodus Theologie of Mr. 
Richard Baxter, from p. 79. to p. 123. We 
muſt allow, that Mr. Baxter was an un- 
reconcilable Diſſenter; even the Biſhoprick 
of Worceſter, offer'd to him by King Charles 
the Second, not only did not bring him 
over, but did not ſoften him : He found 
himſelf Archbiſhop of a whole Party, and 
therefore (I think) cared not to be Biſbop 
only of a Dioceſs. Notwithſtanding, if we 
ſpeak of his Learning or Dexterity ; he 
was the ableſt Scholaſtick, and readieſt Di/- 
putant, of this or the foregoing Age. I 
1 add, he better underſtood the Schools, 
and the Moderns, as well as the Fathers; 
as to what they have delivered concern- 
ing the Divine IJrinity of Perſons, and Uni- 
ty of God; than did the Jeſuit Peravins : 
rho they both treated of that, and other 
great Subjects; Mr, Baxter in one Volume, 


the 
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the JoF in fix; yet has the Preabyter much 


out- done the Jeſuit. 


As to the Sabellians and Socinians, the 
Names that the Doctor has retorted on his 
Antagoniſts; he knows well, that if it be 
Socinianiſm or Sabellianiſm to deny that the 
Divine Perſons are ſo many diſtinct BE- 
INGS, then all the Chairs and all the 
Churches of Chriſtendom are Socinian and 
Sabellian : and I believe, he will not deny 
that he knows it. They all believe one 
only Divine Being, Mind, or Spirit: and 
by the three Divine Perſons, Bey mean 


that one Divine Being, as diſtinguiſbed after 


2 threefold Mode or Manner; that is, by 
Divine INTELLECT, perfect SEL F- 
KNOWLE DG, and beatifying Love or 
SELE-COMPLACENCE. 

I think, it is not neceſſary to ſay any 
thing of the Sabellians in particular, they 


being ſo long ſince wore out; we hear not 


of them as a Party, or Sect in the Church, 
after the firſt Vicene Council, 


And for the Socinians; they oppoſe what 


no Catholick Writer ever affirmed, a Tri- 
nity of Divine Subſtances, Eſſences, or (as 
Dr. Clarke ſpeaks) Beings : and they under- 
ſtand the names Father, Soz, and Spirit, 
(not in our tralatitious or figurative Senſe, 
but) as among Beings that actually and 
properly beget their Like ; which are only 
Corporeal and Mortal W I ſpake fully 

4 ot 
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of this Party, in my four Letters to the 
Right Honourable the Earl of Carbery ; 
under the Title of © The Doctrine of the 
* _ Trinity, and the Manner of our 
« Saviour's Divinity ; 1n ſeveral Letters. 
4 London, 1701.” e 


Hitherto of what Dr. Clarke hath ſaid, 
concerning the Divine Perſons, the Unity 
of God, and the Incarnation. He faith, 
There are three Divine Beings ; each of 
which hath true and real Divinity; and is 
as truly God by Nature, as Man is Man 
by Nature. That 9 oh 

Of theſe, the firſt is underived and un- 
originated; and the Cauſe and Author of 
Exiſtence and Divinity, to the other two: 
but ſo, that the ©: (or Godhead) is com- 
municated to them, (not, partially or un- 
perfectly, but) in a plenary Communica- 
tion, a Communication of POWER, 
KNOWLEDG, DIGNITY, and all 
other Perfections that are communicable ; 
that is, faith he often, of all but the =» 24pm 
or to be underived, or unoriginated ; which 
can belong to the Father only. And this 
Communication of all, was made to them, 
with their Natures, or in their Production. 
That N | 4 

The ſecond Divine Being did aſſume 
our Fleſh; to die, for the Sins of the World. 
But by ſuch his Incarnation, he was. ſo de- 
1 bilitated 


he is 
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bilitated and diſabled, that he was neceſ- 


farily put under the Conduct and Gui- 
dance of the third Divine Being; and 
that Being, even the Holy Spirit, not he 
himſelf, did all the Miracles. That 

Tho the Spirit is, in Nature, ſubordinate 
to the Son, [that 1s, 1s paſterior to the Son 
in the Order of Nature, tho not of Time;] 


and is no where in Scripture expreſly cal- 


led God, or we exprefly directed to in- 
voke him: yet the Scripture hath ſaid of 


him thoſe things, by which it appears that 


he is a Divine Being ; and co-equal to the 
Father and Son, in all the abſolare Divine 
Powers and Perfections. Finally, that 

As to the Unity of God; it may beac- 
counted for, either of theſe ways. Firſt, 
the Father, as alone un-derived and un- 


originated, and as Cauſe of Exiftence and 


Divinity to the Son and Spirit, is digni® 
fed in Holy Scripture with the Titles zhe 
one God, and the only true God; that is, he 
is the one God, and the only true God, 
(not in excluſion of the Son and Spirit, 
who have by Nature true and real Divini- 
ty, but) in the way of Diſtinction, and of 
Eminence; namely, as he only, as was faid, 
is un- derived. This Notion: goes thorow. 
the Doctors whole Book, and might be 
taken from the Biſhop of Gloceſter's XXVIII 
Propoſitions concerning the Trinity. But 
the Doctor ſeems ſometimes more to rely 

* 6 
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on this other Solution; that the Univerſ: 
being governed by the three Divine Be- 
ings Jointly and wnanimouſl ; therefore the 
World may be ſaid to be one Monarchy, 
and in that reſpect theſe Rectors of it are 
one God: tho ?tis true, each is 4 God, or 
Divine Being. This he might take from 
Dr. Caaworth, in the Intellectual Syſtem. 
To this account of theſe Articles, I have 
oppoſed the well-known current Explica- 
tion of the Chairs, the Churches, the Coun- 
cils, and the Fathers, ſince St. Auſtin. Be- 
fore St. Auſtin, I grant, there was no a- 
greed, certain, unanimous Form of ſpeak- 
ing, concerning theſe Articles: but after 
St. Auftin, tis notorioully known among 
thoſe that are but competently learned in 
Antiquity, that the Churches, Councils, 
Fathers, and Chairs, have all ſaid the fame 
thing, concerning the Divine Trinity, and 
the Unity of God; and it has been all a- 
long accounted Hereſy, or ſavouring of He- 
eh, to depart in the leaſt from the Expli- 
cations of that Father. 
What hath ſo recommended to the 


H. 
Churches and Writers, his Explication, 1s with 
71 it preſerves the Divine Unity, the Cont 
rſt and grand Article of the Chriſtian here 
Faith and Doctrine: the other Explica- wich 
tions, the Arian and Trithei ick, deſtr oy more 
that Unity. The Tritheiſtick, dire; by Wl take 


iatro 
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introducing three Divine Beings, the very 
ſame as to ſay three Gods, The Arian, 
by teaching one great God; and two leſſer 
ones: but yet, not ſo little, but that they 
were the immediate Creatcrs, and are the 
Rectors of the Univerſe. 

The Churches have always held, that who 
can make and govern the Univerſe, are as 
truly and perfectly Gods; as Man can con- 
ceive. To have ſaid of the Son and Spi- 
rit, they are Makers of the World, (of the 
Kjnds 1n it, as well as of the grand Pg- 
lace it felf) is to fay as much and as high 
of them; as tis poſſible to ſay, or to con- 
ceive, of any other Being, however na- 
med: becauſe the whole that we know, 
or can any way apprehend of God, his 
Powers or Perfections, is but only what 
we can infer from his Work of Creation. 
From theſe reaſonings, the Churches have 
always concluded, that the Arian Hereſ 
is coincident with Tritheiſm; and is indeed, 
but only 4 more abſurd, and leſs defenſible, 
Tritheiſm. | | 


Having now finiſhed my Diſputation 
with Dr. Clarke, concerning the principal 
Contents of his two Books; I will ſubjoin 
here a brief Summary, or Abridgment, 
with ſome farther Elucidation, of what is 
more difficult'to be apprehended, and duly 
taken, by Readers that may be leſs _ 

tile 
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tiſed in controverſial Writings ; eſpecially 
on Subjects very dark and perplexed. 

The chief Queſtion hath been, what is 


- meant by the Catholick Church, when ſhe 


faith three Divine PERSONS : for with- 
out Meanings to our Words, whether in 
affirming or denying, we neither deny nor 
affirm any thing ; our pretended Faith will 
be a mere Nallity, if we have not a cer. 
tain Meaning in what we ſay, and pretend 
to believe. Briefly, it is not Faith, it with- 
out a Meaning. | | = 

The great —_ then being, what is 
the meaning of the Term Perſons, when 
we ſay a Trinity of Divine Perſons : *tis 
evident, and (I think) confeſſed by all, 
that we muſt mean, either three Divine 
BEINGS, or only three DIS TINC- 
TIONS of (or i) a Divine Being. No 


Medium or Third has ever been offered, 


by any Sect or Writer; they all interpret 
Perſon, by a rational BEING, or ſome 
(external or internal) DISTINCTION 


_ of a rational Being. 


I have ſhown, that who mean three 
Divine Beings, do indeed directly diſclaim 
three Divine Perſons. Firſt, becauſe the 
ſignification of Perſons in all the Claſſical 
Latin Authors, from .whom we have that 
word, is not a rational Being ; but ſome 
Quality, Mode, Property, Relation, Re- 
ſpect, or other ſuch like Diſtinqtion, of or 
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ly a rational Being. And becauſe, ſecond- 
ly, when the Primitive Catholick Church, 
- is immediately after the great Council of Nice, 
ſhe were at a loſs what name they were to 
th- give to the triple Diſtinction in God; and 
ia ſome, deceived by the fgarative tralatitious 
nor Terms, Father, Son, and Spirit, called 
vill them Fhpoſtaſes, a word equivalent to Be- 
cer- ings : therefore, becauſe three Divine Be- 
end s would neceſſarily be three Gods, Hy- 
ich- j1o/faſes was generally (and almoſt forth- 
with) rejected, by all the Fathers and 
tis Churches. And they agreed, the Latin 
hen Nations and Churches, in the word Per- 
"tis /e or Perſons; the Greek Churches and 
all, Nations, in the equivalent words nes 
ine and lem; becauſe theſe words did then 
C- I with all Men denote, as ſtill they do with 
No all learned Men, only the diſtinctions of or in 
red, rational Beings; not the Beings themſelves, 
ret as Fhpoſtaſes does. And of theſe matters, 
"me the Reader ſhall do well to conſult Yala, 
JN Scaliger, Becman; and chiefly, Petavius, 
and Baxter; Authors that may be relied 

1ree n.. 
aim Three Divine Beings, co- equal in all re- 
the ſpects, all Men grant, and Dr. Clarke in 
3 particular, are three Gods; therefore the 
Doctor gives to his firſt Divine Being Sa- 
premacy and Independency; which he faith 
the other two Divine Beings have not, 
they are ſubordinate,” and dependent. 79 2 
5 | r , 
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firſt, if indeed they are all of them Divine 
HBeings, there can be no real Inequality be- 
tween them; for who wanteth any ' ab/o- 
lute Perfection, cannot be a Divine Being, 
or what is the ſame, cannot be God. And, 
ſecondly, the Supremacy and Independency 
allowed by Dr. Clarke to the firſt Divine 
Being, is only that he is @n-0riginated as to 
his Being, and un- derived as to his Divini- 
ty and Perfections; and the Subordination 
and Dependency of the ſecond and third 
Divine Beings, is only that as well their 
Divinity as their Beings are derived from 
the firſt Divine Being. This indeed giveth 
to the firſt of them a priority of Dignii 
and Honour, among themſelves; but no 
real ad vantage above the other two. For 
put we the Caſe, in a human Father and 
his two Sons: the Sons derive indeed their 
Humanity and their Beings from their Fa- 
ther, but are equal to him in all the inte- 
grating Perfections of the human Nature. 
Can we ſay, this Father is really ſuperior 
to his Sons in Nature; or that each of 
them, is not as truly Man, as is their 
Father ? Dr. Clarke doth himſelf make theſe 
caſes to be exactly parallel, in ſaying, each 
of the Divine Beings hath true and real 
Divinity; each of them is as much God 
by Nature, as Man is by Natare Man: and 
the firſt Divine Being, faith he, hath all 
Divine Perfections wagerivedly; the other 
two, 
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two, by 4 plenary Communication of Power, 
Knowledg, Dignity, and all other Divine 
perfections, but only to be anderived. I 
have contented my ſelf to ſay it, I have 
not offer'd to prove a thing ſelf-evident ; 
namely, that he could not more plainly or 
fully have deſcribed three Gods. 

I have owned, with Mr. Le Clerk, and 
(the great) Grotius, that the Platonick and 
Stoick Philoſophers ; and from them, ſome 
of the Apocryphal Writers, Philo Judæus, and 
other Learned Jews that platoniz'd, and 
who in time did ſomewhat precede our 
Saviour and the Apoſtles; had obſerved in 
the Divine Nature, beſides the Attributes 
ſo called, a triple, internal Diſtinction; 
which they expreſſed by Nor, Mind or 
INTELLECT; Aſ&' and cela, that 
is, WISDOM ; a and vx), SPIRIT 
or Spiration. And a Cabbala or Myſtical 
Doctrine growing up hereupon, as well a- 
mong the firſt Chriſtians, as in the Hna- 
gogmes, and the Schools of Philoſophical and 
Critical Learning of the Jews, which were 
very many all over Af; therefore the A. 
poſtles in their Writings, frequently touch 
on the parts of that Metaphyſical Cabbala, 
and reject divers things in it, and again 
eſtabliſh and confirm others. But St. Jahn 
in the latter part of his Life, being deſi- 
red by the Biſhops and Churches of Af, 
to write a fourth Goſpel, thought it neceſ- 


ſary 
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ſary to preface that his Goſpel, with the 
account there given of. the Aiſ&- or WIS. 
DOM; as in his Epiſtles he had ſpoke of 
the THREE, that bear Witneſs. From 
what he hath ſaid, the Catholick Church 
in all the Ages of it, but more diſtinctly 
and unanimouſly ſince St. Auſtin, has ac- 
knowledged (and profeſſed as a chief Ar- 
ticle of the Chriſtian Religion) a Trinity 
of Perſons or DISTINCTIONS in God; 
that is, the Divine INTELLECT, the 
generated Wiſdom or SELF-KNOW- 
LEDG, and the beatifying Spiration of 
Love or SELF-COMPLACENCE. 
And theſe, according to the Modes of 
ſpeaking by the Myſtick Philoſophers ; Pla- 
toniſts, Stoicks, and Jews; and from them; 
by St. John and the firſt Chriſtians; were 
called FATHER, SON, and Spirit, or 
SPIRATION. Love was expreſſed by 
them by SPIRATION; INTEL. 
LECT and SELE-KNOWLE DG, 
being here Cauſe and Effect, were by them 
called Parens or FATHER, and Proge- 
nies and Proles, that is, Off- ſpring or 
SON. e 

Here the Catholick Church reſted, and 
fixed; as knowing that ſhe can never ad- 
mit any other Trinity in God, but of Per- 
ſons (that is, DISTINCTIONS) only; 
and that the other Trinity, a Trinity of Di- 
vine BEINGS, is a Trinity of Goa,. 

| | An 
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And thus 1, as well as ſome others, 
have conſidered (very briefly ) the two 
Booles, Seraptare-Dottrine and Reply to Mr. 
Nelſon : but I cannot eonclude, as ſome cf 
thoſe others, with propoling or deſiring 


that the learned Author be .conſared, by 


our lawful Superiors. I cannot but ob- 
ſerve, that oP 64 Ht 
Dr. Cudworth, Dr. Sherlock, Dr. Pain; nay 
and a Learned and Pious Biſhop of this 
Church, who is (if I miſtake not) till a- 
live; did alſo in their Books ,expreſly aſſert 
three Divine Beings. Dr. Sherlock repre- 


ſented them as in all reſpects co-equal; and 


accounted for the Unity of God, by a per- 
fect mutual Conſciouſneſs of the three Di- 
vine Beings : but Dr. Cadworth and the Bi- 
ſhop of Gloceſter, as we have ſeen that Dr. 


Clarke doth. Our Superiors and Gover- 


nors, Conſidering the other eminent Merit 
and Learning of theſe Doctors, did not 
Cenſa 
worth and Sherlock were preferred, after their 
Books were publiſhed, and without de- 
manding any retractfation of them. 


And verily, if any other may be judged | 


to deſerve like Tenderneſs from his Sape- 


riors, Dr. Clarte may hope for it; on ac- 


count, not only of his Diſtinction in the 
Repwblick of Learning, (Which never had, 
or, I think, will have a Prince, Head, 
or Chief, yet hath an ne dine * 

but 


re, and much leſs Deprive them; Cad- 
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but alſo that himſelf hath no Bigotry. His 
Book aſſerts a Trinity of Divine BEINGS, 
MINDS, or SPIRITS; which is hold- 
ing the Trinity in the higheſt degree and 
manner : but he concludes all with judg- 
ing and adviſing, that as concerning che 
Articles and Queſtions, no more be abſo- 
lutely required of any, but the firſt and 
only Creed of all the Antient Churches; 
even the Creed drawn up by all, or how- 
ever ſome, of the Apoſtles. For ſo it cer- 
tainly was, notwithſtanding the raſh and 
precipitate Oppoſition to this Opinion of 
all the Fathers, by Ger. Voſſias : and more 
lately by ſome few others, in particular 
Mr. Da Pinn; who followed Yofius, not 
ſo much (I think) for his Reaſons, which 
are all either falſe or frivolous; but as 
bore down by the repute of Voſſius, as the 
moſt Learned Critict, and generally Learn- 
ed Man of the laſt Age. Yoſſtas ſcribled, 
and pabliſÞa alſo, his mean'Traſh; in three 
days time: to make a Preſent to the Prin. 
ceſs of Orange, Daughter of King Charles 
the Firſt, then viſiting Amſterdam; in ac- 
knowledgment of her Father's great Li- 
beralities to him. To this Book of Vaſſius, 
and to M. Da Pinn, a full and thorow 
Anſwer is made, by a Learned Socinian; 
in a Pamphlet, entitled; The Judgment 
« of the Fathers, concerning the Trinity; 
* oppoſed to Doctor BulPs Defence of the 


« Nicene 


- 
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“% Nicene, Faith: London, 1695. I know 
not, whether Dr. Bell replied to the Soci- 
nian: but Dr. Stilling fleet, late Biſhop of 
Worceſter, takes notice of the Arguments 
uſed by the. Socinian; and faith, © They 
* are the beſt that could be alledged, con- 
* cerning a matter ſo far diſtant in time.” 
He ſeems, on the whole, to think; if that 
Creed were not drawn up by the Apo- 
ſtles themſelves, it was approved by them, 
or the chief of them ; and hereby gained 
its univerſal Authority, and was in uſe in 
all the Churches. But I muſt return to 
DN CLONE. © oe e 
As I faid, he is no Bigot, for his pri- 
vate Opinions: he holds a Trinity of Di- 
vine Beings, that are co-equal in all the 
abſolute Perfections; alike in all things, 
but the n d, or that the Father only 
is underived, the other two were begotten 
and produced. Holding thus a Divine Tri- 
nity, as we ſaid, in the very higheſt ſenſe; 
he is content and deſirous not withſtand- 
ing, as to theſe ſo difficult and perplex d 
Controverſies and Queſtions, that no more 
be impoſed upon any, than the Baptiſmal 
Creed of all the Churches. A Creed that 
was made, or at leaſt was approved and 
authorized, by Apoſtles; a Creed beyond, 
or beſides which, no other Faith is requi- 
red in any Church (whether, Roman, 
Proteſtant, or Reformed) in order to Bap- 
G 2 tiſm ; 
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tiſm,, that is, to Admiſſion into the Body 
of the Catholick Church, and Memberſhip 
in any particular Church; A Creed that 
is the only Form, in which all Charches 
« and all Se&s agree.” As this Creed has 
not a word of theſe Strifes and Conten- 
tions ; ſo our Author in ſubmitting to it, 
and requiring no more of any body elſe, 
has ſhown ; that how far ſoever himſelf 
is gone in his own private Opinions, he 
is nothing zealous of impoſing them upon 
others. I always thought, that who are 
indeed moderate, ought alſo to he ſo uſed 
by others; and that, Men of diftinguiſh- 
ing Abilities and Merit, and well affected 
to the Church, and to Order, ought to be 
trea ted as was Dr. Sherlock, Dr. Cudworth, 
and Dr. Pain; and not as ſome, that leaft 
ſhould, do ſuggelt and propoſe, to our 
Superiors and Governors, in their Books. 
Dr. Ed——4s and Dr. 7.— are them - 
ſelves as Free- hinters, tækiug that word 
in the honeſt and ſound, Senſe, as perhaps 
any others are; their Writings ſhow it, 
and their eminent Abilities and Learnin 
do aſſure it. I ask, would they be dealt 
with, the firf# time they ſhall halt; as 
they deſire, and promote, unto and con- 
cerning Dr. Clarke? *Tis certain to me, 
that they would not; they would be as 
Willing as others, that their Miſtakes, it 
ſuch indeed they are, be imputed to ha- 
. man 
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man Frailty; and not, that they be puniſſd 


y as Crimes and Wickedneſſes, And other- 
1 ways, let them tell me; that they are in 


no doubt or fear of being over-ſeen in 


” any Doctrine theſe ſeven Years coming. I 
05 wiſh, they were ſecure for a Month, a 
4 Week; or but for to morrow coming. 

it, A Patience, and even a Deference to- 
6, wards them, is but what Learned and Good 


Men have firſt deſerved of the Government, 
he and the Church: and 'tis the ſureſt, as well 
as ſofteſt means, to et them right, and 
to regain them; and the wiſeſt and ſafeſt, 

| if not the only, to prevent Schiſms; that 
b. have almoſt all of them aroſe, from either 
ed the hard Uſage, or the Negle& of Men 
excellently qualified. I do not add; be- 
of cauſe I am neither capable nor worthy to 
advife my lawful Superiors: but as or 
our have voted on one fide. aß this Caufe, I 


4 thought I had as good right to give m 
00 Van un the A, ſide. Eſpecially, be. 
72 cauſe I have no perſonal Acquaintance with, 
7 5 or Knowledg of, Dr. Clarke; nor do hold, 
* that I am aware of, any private Opinions: 
* ſo that, what I have preſumed to ſay, is 
3 * neither from Friendſhip, nor Intereſt; but 


from judgment only. . 
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J remains ſtill, that ſomewhat be faid 
to one Paſſage in the Introduction to 
Dr. Clarke*s Scripture-Doctrine, that has 
much diſturbed divers. It is concernin 
the Aſſent and Conſent given, and the Sub- 
ſcription made, by the Clergy and ſome 
others, to ſome Publick Forms; ſuch as, 
Creeds, Common- Prayers, Articles, Ho- 
milies, and the Abnegation of ſome par- 
tieular Doctrines. He ſeemeth to ſay; 
Tis not much to the purpoſe, what 
was the meaning of the original Compilers, 
or what the moſt obvious grammatical 
(or genuine) Senſe of the Words, of thoſe 
Forms: they ought to be, and may be 
ſubſcribed and aſſented unto, in any ſuch 
Senſe of them, as is agreeable to the Doc- 
trine of Scripture, in the Judgment of the 
Subſcribers and Aſſenters. To be ſhort, 
not ſo much the. preciſe Senſe or Meaning 
of theſe Forms, or of their Compilers, or 


of thoſe that impoſe them, is to be at- 


tended unto; as the Doctrine of Scrip- 
ture, in the caſe: Thoſe Forms may be 


ſubſcribed, and aſſented to, in any ſuch 


Senſe, if ſuch can be honeſtly diſcovered, 
$/ <* p f : + þ "LF e | 9 28 
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as is conſonant to Scripture ; according to 
the beſt Judgment and Apprehenſion of 
the Aſenters and Subſcribers. © For o- 
* therways we ſhall ſubſcribe againſt Con- 
« ſcience; and ſhall pay more Submiſſion 
« and Reverence to human Forms, than 
« to the Divine Word. And, thoſe Forms - 
4 (eſpecially in the Proteſtant and the Re- 
* formed Churches) being intended both 
* by the Churches and the Legiſlature, 
* but as Explanations of Holy Scripture, 
* and of the principal Doctrines thereof; 

it is 5 nay and the very Mind 
* of the Churches and Legiſlatures that 
« impoſe theſe Forms, that our Aſſent to 
them be given in ſuch Senſe only, as is 
« conſonant to Scripture, and intended 
therein. But, of this Senſe and Mean- 
ing of -Scripture, every one is to judg 
* for himſelf; by his own Underſtanding, 
* and not by the Underſtanding of any 
others; no not of Chairs, Fathers, Charches, 
4 or Councils.“ | | 

1 take this to be Dr. Clarke's meaning, 
and ſhall make a Judgment of it, in bot 
parts of it. Firſt, of the Aſſent and Con- 


ſent, or Subſcription, or Swearing to Pub- 


lick Forms, impoſed by Churches or Go- 
vernments. Then, of the pretended Au- 
thority and Rights of private Conſcience, 
or the Judgment of Diſcretion, ſo called; 
concerning the A of Scripture, 1 7 

| 4 the 


- / 
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the Truth of Doctrines; for which Dr. 
Clarke, and very many others, are ſo un- 
warily zealous; and make it (ſome of 


them) the Ground, and the Strength of the 
Reformation. 


Of Aſſent and Conſent, and Subſcription, or 
Swearing to the Publick Forms. 


Concerning, Aﬀent and Conſent, by Sub- 

, ſcription or Words; their Obligation, and 

in what Senſe they are to be made, in 

; the Caſe now before us: I find there are 

three Opinions of Learned Writers. | 

1. Some Doctors and Prelates of the 

greateſt Diſtinction, as well for Learning 

and Ability, as Dignity in our Church, 

have faid; our Articles and other pub- 

lick Forms are not impoſed, no nor pro- 

poſed to us, by the Legiſlature and the 

| Church, as Articles of Faul, or Doctrines 

to be believed unreſervedij by the Subſcri- 

bers: for this Authority: no Reformed or 

Proteſtant Church hath ever claimed, but 

doth diſclaim ; granting and affirming, | 
that only a Divine Authority can appoint, 
or can frame Articles of Faith. There is 
nothing, /ay they, can be made (or be pro- 
poſed as) an Article of Faith, but what 
hath been always ſo; and nothing to be 
aſſented to «areſervedly, but what the Di- 
vine Word propoſes expreſy ; or teaches us 


by 
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by ſuch clear, obvious, and certain Con- 
ſequence, that no Man of a found and 
therewith ſincere Mind, will or can con- 
trovert it. Nor will all this, ſay they 4- 
gain, make an Article of Faith; unlefs alſd 
it be propoſed in Scripture, as ſuch; that 
is, as a Doctrine required by God, to be 
believed in order to (or as a Condition 
of) our Salvation. Briefly, it is not de 
Fige, or an Article of Faith; if it be not 
ae Salute, that is, required in Scripture as 
neceſſary to Salvation, *Tis well; but what 
do you infer from all this? Why our Ar- 
ticles and other Publick Forms not be- 
ing propoſed or impoſed as Articles of 
Faith; it remains, that they are only Ar- 
ticks of Peace, and of Charch-Communion : 
That 1s, they are nat Articles to which the 
Aſſent of the Mind is abſolutely, unre- - 
ſervedly, and without Interpretation, re. 
quired; „But as; unto which we will 
% make no publick Oppoſition ; nay we 
« will acknowledg thoſe that believe and 
“ affirm them, as our Chriſtian Brethren, 
„ with whom we will affectionately join 
« in the Prayers and Sacraments, and all 
* other Church-Duty and Service,” 

The ground of this Determigation,we ſee, 
is; that if our Articles and other Forms be not 
propoſed to us, as Doctrines of Faith, Doctrines 
neceſſary to Salvation; they are then oni 
Articles and Forms of Peace, ſuch Peace as 

we 
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we will own thoſe for Chriſtian Brethren 
who affirm and believe them, and we our 
ſelves will not pablickly oppoſe them. But 
this ground of theirs, is moſt certainly a 
miſtake; for beſides Articles, ſo of the 
Faith, that they are neceſſary to Salva- 
tion; and Articles and Doctrines that we 
can tolerate in others, and not pablickly op- 
poſe them our ſelves : I fay, beſides theſe, 
there are a middle ſort of Articles, Doc- 
trines and Forms, and wont to be requi- 
red by the Churches; namely, the Forms 
or Doctrines, which tho not propoſed as 
in themſelves neceſſary to Salvation, Are 
« yet propoſed & true; and as ſo much 
c to Eaification, Inſtruction, and Perfection, 
« that the Church will have them not 
« only Aſſented and Subſcribed to, but 
4 Tazght allo (and duly Proved) to our 
« ſeveral Charges, or Congregations.” 
The Laws of England, the Canons of our 
Church, and. the Terms or Words in which 
Subſcriptions are here made, do plainly 
prove what we have ſaid. The Title 
of our Canons, - prefixed to them by our 
Conyocation, or National Synod ; the two 
Acts or Laws for Uniformity, made in 
the Reigns of Queen Elizabeth and King 
Charles the Second, prefixed to all Books 
of Common-Prayer; and the Words of 
the fifth Canon, do declare expreſſy, that 
theſe Articles and Forms are intended and 
bu eters nee 
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appointed . For avoiding Diverſity of Opi- 
nion, and for eſtabliſhing Conſent in true 


Religion; and that they are to be ſub- 


“ ſcribed with unfeigned Aſſent to them.” 
Now here is anfeigned Aſſent to them, no 
more but we can #olerate them in others, 
or not oppoſe them publichij our ſelves. 
And if they are framed, and Subſcription 
to them appointed, for preventing Diverſity 


of Opinion in the Church, and to eſtabliſh 


Confent in the true Religion; is it not plain, 


that the Legiſlature and Church thus ſpeak- 


ing of them, do propoſe them as true, nay 
and to be taught by us, to our reſpective 
Congregations? And when our Laws and 
Canons fay farther, theſe Forms, Articles, 
and Doctrines are propoſed to your Aſſent 
and Subſcription, for eſtabliſhing in the 


Church a Conſent in the true Religion; who. 


can, queſtion, that tis meant in this true 
Religion, the Religion affirmed in theſe Ar- 
ticles and Forms! 5 | 

If then it be granted, what (I think) 
all grant, that Subſcriptions and Aſſents 
to publick Forms have ſo far the Nature 
and Obligation of Oaths ; that they muſt 
be made, as Oaths are to be taken; in 
the true Senſe, and to the full Purpoſe, 
of the lawful Powers that impoſe and re- 
quire chem: it will follow, that who ſub- 
ſeribe, or in words do publickly and ſo- 


* 


lemoly aſſent unto the Articles or other 
75 i 5 
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Publick Forms, mult aſſent and ſubſcribe 
to them as to Truths; as to Doctrines 
that are Parts of the true Neligion; tho not 
as to Doctrines in themſelves Neceſſary. 10 

Salvation. | | | 
2. Other great Doctors and Prelates ; 
in particular, . the Learned and judicious 
Caſuiſt Biſhop Taylor, and Doctor Clarke; 
do earneſtly contend, that © We may ſub- 
« fcribe the Publick Forms, in any ſuch 
“ Senſe as is agreeable to Scripture, and of 
« which thoſe Forms (all things con- 
« ſider'd) are fairh capable; whether that 
“ Senſe be, or be not, the very Senſe of 
« the Compilers, or of the Impolers.” The 
words of the Biſhop are, „I underſtand 
« them, as they can be true; as they are 
s agreeable to the Word of God; and as 
« they can very fairly ſignify.” Vindic. of 
the Divine 1 p. 139 * Auſwer : 
| Fhe Biſbop of Rocheſter, p. 24. and 26. 
The Reaſons for this Opinzon, were cited 
before, out of Dr. Clarke; namely, that 
« otherways we expreſs more Regard and 
« Reverence for Human Forms, than for 
„the Divine Word, And the Articles 
and Publick Forms being meant by the 
Churches, but as Explanations of the Word 
« of God, and of the Doctrines thereof; 
„it muſt be the very Intention of the 
« Churches, that they be ſubſcribed in 405 
other 


N 
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« other Senſe, but ſuch as is indeed agree- 
« able to that Word.” | 
Methinks, this latter Reafon doth not 
confirm, but 'overthrow the Doctor's and 
the Biſþop”s Determination, upon this Que- 
ftion. For if our Articles and other Pub- 
lick Forms are intended by the Church, 
but as clearer Explications 'or Explanetions 
of the Scripture Doctrines, as indeed they 
are intended; and the Church requires us 
to ſubſcribe and aſſent to thoſe Explana- 
tions; ſhe muſt feeds intend thereby, 
« You ſhall Thas interpret, or underſtand 
« the Scripture-Doctrines; for ſo much as 
© concerneth the Points and Subjects, 
“touched in theſe Articles, and Forms : 
« T ſay, by theſe Explanations of them, and 
“no other ways.” And not contrary, as 
the Biſhop and Dr. Clarte would have it, 
« You may interpret the Scripture-Doc- 
4 trines, by your own private Apprehen- 
% fion and Judgment of the meaning of 
“ Sctipture, contraty to theſe publick Ex- 
" 5 7 1 
e come not honeſtly into Church - Truſts 
or Preferments ; we enter not (as ſaid our 
Saviour) by the Door of the Sheep. fold; but 


get over it, as Thieves and Robbers; if we 


take not thoſe Preferments and Truſts on 
the Conditions and Terms intended by the 
Church. Therefore if thoſe Terms and 
Conditions are; * You ſhall unfeignedly Afe 

88 = ent 
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4 ſent to theſe Explanations of the Scripture. 
« Dofrines :” It is plain, we ſhall break 
our Faith given to the Church in our 
Subſcriptions, as often as we depart from 
thoſe Explanations. Subſcription is a Part 
or Covenant with the Church, and the Go- 
vernment; © You ſhall be capable of Truſts 
« and Preferments, if you «nfeignedly A. 
« ſent, and will teſtify it by your Sub. 
“ ſcription, to the Explication or Explana- 
„tion of the principal Scripture-Doctrines, 
« that is expreſſed in theſe Publick Forms; 
6 in the Articles, Liturgy, Homilies, and 
« the reſt: and other ways, not.” And the 
Reaſons are, We aim at 4 Conſent in the 
« true Religion, among our Children and 
“Subjects; as a great Glory, and a mu- 
« tual Content. And becauſe Diverſity of 
Opinion, in ſuch Points, is by all good 
« Men to be avoided ; as begetting Schiſms, 
« and they bitter and cruel Strifes; and 
they again (in the end) internecine Wars.” 
I fay, this being the Covenant intended 
by the Church and Legiſlature, between 
them and the Subject; the Subjects that 
ſubſcribe, do violate this Covenant, and 
thereby forfeit all the legal Privileges and 
Advantages of it, if they interpret the 
Scripture-Doctrines by private Judgment, 
contrary to the Explanations in the Pub- 
lick Forms ; which they have accepted, and 
ſubſcribed and aſſented to them. þ 
We 


nor any Diſſenter to our Articles or Liturgy : 
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Me grant, that the Biſbop and the Doc- 
tor are ſo far in the right; that we may 
not Subſcribe or Aſſent in any other ſenſe, 
than what we our ſelves do think to be 
perfectly agreeable to the Doctrine of Holy 
Scripture. But 'tis no leſs true, that if 
we judg that the Publick Forms do not 
agree with Holy Scripture; one may not 
interpret thoſe Forms by our private Senſe 
of the meaning of Scripture, and thereby 
do violence to the Explanations of the Church 
and Government; but be content rather 
to miſs the Advantages, that might be 
gained by ſuch fraudulent Subſcriprion. - 

Nor is the other Reaſon given, awhit 


better; namely, that otherways more re- 


verence and regard is paid to human 
Forms, than to the inſpired Word. For 
interpreting Holy Scripture by the pablick 
Explanations, rather than by our own pri- 
vate Senſe of the meaning of Scripture, is 
not to regard human Forms, more than 
we do the Scripture; but only to prefer 
public Determinations, to private Con- 
ceits. N 2441.4 N 

Theſe Obſervations and Reaſonings are 
ſo obvious and ſo convincing in the caſe; 
that therefore no Proteſtant or | Reformed 
will ſubſcribe the Roman Catechiſm, the 
Council of Trent, the Creed of Pope Pius, 
or other Forms of the Roman Church; 


tho 


| \ 
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tho moſt eaſily and ſincerely c light, any 
= by taking the fraudulent Larne of thi aſſen 
| way of Aſſenting and Subſcribing ; that is, B. 
not to interpret the Scripture- Doctrine by full 
thoſe Explanations, but thoſe Explanations W Diff 
by their own Senſe of Stripture. Indeed, WM muſt 
when one Writing is to be altogether in- ſelve 
terpreted by another, as the Rule of In- lick 

tenpret ing; the former muſt unavoidably and 
loſe its own Meaning, and become wholly foun' 
conform to the Rale: but this is not to tend. 
interpret, hut to deceive others and one- pilers 
dJelf. Therefore, = med, 
3. It is much more generally, and al- 1562 
= molt univerſally held; that Subſcription, cerni 
4 Aſſent, and Conſent to all Publick Forms, ticles 
Muſt not be as to mere Articles bf Peace, and ing C 
mutual Communion in the holy Offices of Pred: 
Prayer, Hearing, the Sacraments, and ſuch of ti 

like; nor in ſuch Senſe only, as we can WM mas, 
firſt excogitate or deviſe, and then can WM who! 
make it to accord with our private Senſe tber 
and Explication of Scripture, and the Doc- pin 
trines thereof. No, our Aſſent muſt be, f a 
as to Truths ; Truths that we anforcedly diſ- Wl Greet 


cover, and wyfeigneaty believe, and will teach ore 
alſo to our ſeveral Charges. It is thus that other 
all honeſt Men, and who duly conſider by tl 
What they do, ſubſeribe or aſſent: and ¶ have 
they would not for the Whole Mammor- 
Go World ſubſcribe, or ſolemnly aſſent, with YI prert 


any ment 
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any other Intention or Meaning in their 
aſſenting or ſubſcribing. * 5 
But, we are not hereby come to the 
full deciſion of the propoſed Queſtion and 
Difficulty: for ſtill we muſt reſolve, what 
muſt be done when the Explanations them 
ſelves, that is, our Articles or other Pub- 
lick Forms, are ambiguous; both to others, 
and to our ſelves ? even contrary Senſes are 
found, and likely (we ſhall ſee) were in- 
tended and deſigned in them, by the Com- 
pilers of them. The Convocation that fra- 
med, and paſſed our Articles, in the Year 
1562, were not all of- the ſame Mind con- 
cerning the Subjects of divers of the Ar- 
ticles : in particular, the Articles concern- 
ing Original Sin, Juſtification, Free. Wil, Grace, 
Predeſtination, Election: about theſe, ſome 
of them followed St. Auſtin and St. Tho- 
mas, and the Party of the Dominicans ; 
whoſe Opinions were maintained by La- 
ther and Calvin. Others of them were of 
Opinion with St. John Chryſoſtom, with Sco- 
tus and the Party of the Franciſcans; the 
Greek Church, and the Latin Fathers be- 
fore St. Auſtin; approved by Melancton, and 
other great Reformers. If we may judge 
by the Exgliſb Books and Sermons, that I 
have ſeen, of thoſe times; theſe two Par- 
ties were here (among us of this Nation) 
pretty equal. Men of ſo different Senti- 
ments about theſe Queſtions; but fully a- 
H greed, 


= 
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greed, in condemning the Roman Church, 
as well in her Doctrines as Diſcipline, 
when they met in Convocation, eaſily fell 
into the Temper and Moderation as to 


thoſe Queſtions, that had been obſerved _ 


but juſt before by the Council of Trent. 
As theſe, ſo they, framed theſe Articles, with 
a Tenderneſs to all Parties already in 
Communion with them; that is, fo fra- 
med them, that their on contending Mem- 
bers might all of them accept and ſub- 
{cribe theſe Articles. Nay, they have ex- 
preſſed themſelves ſo generally in ſome o- 
ther Articles, that it ſeemeth they ſtu- 
diouſly avoided the excluding or offend- 
ing learned and deſerving Men, who might 
have contrary Opinions concerning the Sub- 
jects (or ſome part of the Subjects) of 
thoſe Articles. And let the Reader ſee 
alſo, of this, what Biſhop Taylor hath faid, 
Vindication of the Divine Attributes, p. 138, 
139. Now the Queſtion, hereupon, as we 
ſaid, is; when the Publick Forms have in 
ſome parts of them doubtful Senſes, that 
is, different and perhaps contrary Senſes ; 
what is to be done in the Caſe? May 
we, or can we ſubſcribe at all? And if 
ſo; „May we ſubſcribe in ſuch Senſe, 
tho controverted, and undecided by Au- 
„ thority, as our private Conſcience and 
„Judgment can approve and aſſent to? 
Or are we, in that caſe, to expect the — 

. ciſion 
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ciſion and | expreſs: Judgment, of the Pub- 
lick N that is, of the Legiſla- 
ture? bw 21 Nx 1300-208 

To that; may we ſubſcribe at all? *Tis 
an honeft, and a redſonable Scruple; be- 
cauſe how can I afſent to ambiguots Pro- 
poſitions? And, if there be no certain 
meaning in the Article it ſelf, but divers 
and contrary; it ſhould ſeem; that I aſſent 
to nothing and again, as much to Falſbood, 
as to Truth; for contrary Propoſitions can- 
not be true. | £9 7a eee 

I think, however, this good Scruple may 
be removed; by conſidering, that the Go- 
vernment propoſing, by this ambiguity, to 
invite the contrary and contending Parties, 
into her Truſts and Preferments, and there- 
by into her. Intereſts; her meaning muſt 
needs be, that She accepts our Subſcrip- 
“tions, in our own Senfe and Interpreta- 
“ tion of thoſe her Articles, or Publick 
« Forms that have this Ambiguity.” 

And thus, we neither ſubſcribe to v0. 
thing ; for we our ſelves have a determi- 
nate meaning: nor to what is falſe, in our 
Opinion, or that the Government hath defi- 
ned to be ſo; for ambiguous Forms are not 

finitions on either ſide. ia 

"Tis ſtill doubted, by ſome tender Minds; 
whether we may ſubſcribe to ambiguous 
Forms, in ſuch Senſe of them as we ſhall 
judg to be a Truth, without conſulting 
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the Legiſlature? For if I muſt ſubſcribe 
to the Publick Forms, in the Senſe (and 
no other) of the lawful Impoſers; I muſt 
neceſſarily know that Senſe, or I cannot 
ſubſcribe to it: and if it happen that I 
ſubſcribe in any other Senſe, I have not 
anſwered their Intention, but contradicted 
it. I think, *tis anſwer'd already; becauſe 
the probable meaning at leaſt, of the Legi- 
ſlature, was to invite alike the contending 
contrary Sides into the publick Truſts and 
Intereſts: we can conceive no other reaſon 
of the Ambiguity in any part of the Pub- 
lick Forms, but to gain both Sides to the 
Publick Intereſts, by thus leaving to them 
their reſpective Opinions. That is, for ſo 
much and ſo far, as the Publick Forms 
are ambiguous; for they are not ſo 
throughout: there is much determined by 
them, tho all be not. Notwithſtanding, 
becauſe the preſent Enquiry is very ne- 
ceſſary; I will add here the following Ob- 
ſervations on this Subject, that were writ- 
ten by me ſome Years ago, to a doubting 
Friend. X 

1. *Tis out of queſtion, with all honeſt 
Men, that as an Oath to the Publick, muſt 
be taken in the ſenſe. of the lawful Impo- 
ſers; viz. of the Legiſlature that impoſes 
it; fo alſo Subſcriptions and all Aſſents to 
the Publick Forms, muſt be made in the 
Senſe and Meaning of the Powers mg 
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5 Legal Right to require them. Becauſe o- 
| therways' ſwearing and ſubſcribing, that 
t are intended and appointed by God and 
t Man as holy and inviolable Bands, and as 
I the greateſt and ſureſt mental Ties, ſhould 
t be no Security or Bond at all; but mere 
d Equivocations, that is, Deceits and Ha- 
ſe ſions. | WS ne 4 | N 
i 2. Whereas Words, Sentences, Periods, 
8 nay and whole Paragraphs, may often- 
d times be variouſly and even contrarily in- 
on terpreted; if the Legiſlature does not pleaſe 
b- it ſelf to determine and thereby aſcertain 
he the Senſe of the Publick Forms, it is then 
m very plainly lawful to any Subſcriber or 
ſo Swearer to give his Aſſent in ſuch Senſe, 


whether the moſt properly' Grammatical or not, 
that the Legiſlature is known to accept, or 
but only to tolerate. CR TOTES 71, 4 
Words are not the natural, but only the 
artificial and arbitrary ſigns of things; the 
ſtand therefore in the Laws, for fuck 
things or ſenſes, as the Legiſlature ſhall 
pleaſe to ſignify. by them, how contrarily ſo- 
ever they may be uſed in common Speech: and 
if the Legiſlature do allow, or- accept, or 
but tolerate more Senſes, or contrary Senſes, 
of ſome of their Laws or Publick Forms; 
either becauſe they will not exclude or 
aggrieve too many deſerving Men, or to 
prevent Schiſms or Seditions; ſuch their 
Laws and Forms may be ſubſcribed or 


H 3 aſlented 


118 of Aﬀent and Conſent, or 
aſſented or ſworn to, in any of thoſe Sen- 
ſes. For the Law, which is nothing elſe 
ene Jaſt Will of the lamful Pomers, is 
thereby ſatisfied; and without any unſin- 
cerity on the part of him that ſwears or 
ſubſcribes. | 


bs «s ® , 


3. Divers moſt. learned Men, both Di- 


vines and Civilians, have written whole 
Treatiſes of the Nature and Obligation of 
Laws; they agree, that the Obligation of 
Laws, whether the Civil or Eccleſiaſtical, 
is ſolely from the Authority of the living 
Legiſlature, or the preſent Government; 
not of the Legiſlators that firſt deviſed, 
framed, and enacted the Laws, but are 
now. deceaſed. We are not the Subjects 
of the Dead, tho perhaps in their times 
Conquerors; but of the Living: The Dead 
have no Authority, Non Entis mule" ſunt 
Aectiones. The Laws therefore of the 
Dead are in force, only by the Allowance 
and the Publick Acceptance, of the living 
Legiſlature: becauſe the preſent Govern- 
ment doth not repeal them, but continues 
to, ule. them, and requires our Obedience 
to them, therefore only they are binding 
in the Commonwealth. But for the ſame 
reaſon, they are binding in no other Senſe 
or Senſes of them, than the preſent Legiſ- 
lature gives to them, or PERMITS 
that they be underſtood and interpreted. 
And hence it followeth, ſay they 2 * 
q 51 7 that 
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that -a change of the Legillators, may oc- 
caſion a change in the Senſe and Mean- 
ing of the Laws; the true Meaning and 
Senſe of the Laws, whatſoever the Words 
are, being no other thing but the Intention, 


Meaning, or Will of the Legiſlators. 


From this unanimous Determination of 
Lawyers and Caſuiſts, tis plain; that in a 
Queſtion concerning the ſenſe of Oaths, 
Articles, Creeds, Abnegations, and all o- 
ther Publick Forms, to which the Laws 
do require our Subſcription or Aſſent, the 
Enquiry muſt not be; What they meant, 
«© who firſt compiled, or who enacted the Pub- 
“lick Forms; but What is the Meaning of 
the preſent Legiſlature, or what Senſe the 
<« preſent Legiſlature gives to them, and R E- 


„ QUIRES or PERMITS that we in- 


* terpret and underſtand them?” If the 
Laws are not the Laws of the Dead; but of 
the Living ; if our Obedience is due, not to 
the Duſt of deceaſed Kings and Eſtates, 
but to living Rulers; there can be no 
doubt, that Subſcriptions and Oaths mult 
be made and taken in no other Senſe or 
Senſes, than the living Legiſlature (as we 
have ſaid) REQUIRES, ACCEPTS, 
or TOLERATES. 

4. As ſome of the XXXIX Articles of 
our Church, and ſome part of our other 
Publick Forms, may be and are diverſly 


(and even contrarily) interpreted; and 


H 4 were 
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were on purpoſe conceived in ſo general 

Terms, for Relief of learned — good 0 
Men, that could not agree in the ſame Sen- 
timents concerning all the Parts of the 
Subjects of thoſe Articles and Forms: ſo 


our Legiſlators in England, and the Govern- I 
ment in Church and State here, have al- ſhal 
ways equally admitted the contrary Parties nien 
to Subſcription ; and have #ndifferently pre- vate 
ferred one and the other, to all Offices and tion 
Truſts, not only in the State, but in the conc 
Church. For example, the Followers of the 


St. John Chryſoſtom, and of St. Auſtin; that 
is, the Remonſtrants and Calviniſts, as the 
Reformed Churches now ſpeak; or as the 

ſpeak in the Roman Churches, the Janſe 
niſts and Moliniſts. It cannot, I think, be 
denied, that this proceeding of our Legi- | 
ſlature and Government, is 4 Declaration, 


on their part; that whatſoever their own Men 
Senſe of the few ambiguous and doubt- ditio 
ful Articles, or Parts of Articles or of mine 
Forms, may be; they do not * 0 on had 
Subſcribers, but do leave each Party to and 
their own Judgment, ſo far forth. ther. 
Senſ 

to th 

faſt 1 
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Of the Authority and Rights of Private 
Conſcience; or the Judgment of Dif- 
cretion, ſo called, 5 


I am now, in the laſt place, to ſay what 
ſhall be neceſſary, and therewith conve- 
nient, of the Authority and Rights of Pri- 
vate Conſcience, or the Judgment of Diſcre- 
tion ſo called, by all Perſons indifferently ; 
concerning the Meaning of Scripture, and 
the Trath of Doctrines: for which Dr. 


Clarte, and ſo many other learned Men, 


do earneſtly contend; and make it the 
very Strength, as well as the Cauſe and 
Ground of the Reformation. 

This laſt is certainly a miſtake; the 
Reformation was begun and effected by 
Learned Men, of the firſt Character; and 
Men as well by their Orders as their Eru- 
dition, both qualified and obliged to exa- 
mine and to judg of Doctrines. They 
had the Office of Teaching others, Legally 


therefore as well in Conſcience, as good 


to their Doctrine, 1 Tim. 4, 16. To hold 
faſt the faithful Word; and be able both to 


exhort, and to convince Gainſajers, Titus 1. 9. 


is no Rule or proper Precedent for the an- 
qualified ; unqualified by lack of Safficieney, 
| . a8 


| A 


and Canonically committed to them; and 


Senſe, were to take heed, to themſelves, and 


What ſuch did, and ought to have done, 


— 
* 
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as well as of Office, or extraordinary (mi. 
raculous) Call, And as 4 Libertiniſm in 
judging of great and deep Queſtions, by 
the unſufficient, was not the Cauſe or 
Ground of the Reformation; ſo 'tis ſo far 
from being a ſtrength thereto, that nothing 
elſe can overthrow it. A Spirit of gene- 
ral Free-Thinking, as tis now new-named; 
when every one takes on him, takes on 
her, to judg of the Queſtions of Religion; 
muſt therefore needs overthrow the beſt 
Eſtabliſhments, in ſome while eſpecially ; 
becauſe between the Ignorance and Preſump- 
tion of ſuch Perſons, there is no Truth fo 
clear, or ſacred, as to be ſecure from their 
Miſtakes, or their Perverſions, but for one 
day. 
| i marvel, that Learned Men ſhould eon- 
tend for a licentious, promiſcuous Free- 
thinking, or judging, in Divinity ; or of 
the Doctrines and Controverſies of Reli- 
gion: when themſelves (and all Men be- 
ſides) do reckon it a ſort of Madneſs, or 
craz'd Extravagance, if affected in what- 
ſoever other Sciences or Arts. Who will 
endure. it, that any but Lawyers, Phyſicians, 
Mathematicians, or ſuch at leaſt as have 
ſome good while faded the Laws, Medi- 
cine, and Mathematicks, ſhould ſet up for 
Juckes (or but only for Party. men) in the 
ifficult and doubtful parts of thoſe Scien- 

ces; namely, the Queſtions nne 
| an 
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and undecided by or among the ableſt Pro- 
feſſors in thoſe Sciences? Shall Ned the 
Weaver or Taylor, my Neighbours Jona. 
than and Tim the Mercer and Grocer ; or 
even his Worſbip at the Hall, the Grange, 
Lodge, or ore declare himſelf (for Ex- 
ample and Inſtance) a Prolemaick, Ticho- 
nick, or Copernican, in his right of Free- 
Thinking and Judgment of Diſcretion, with- 
out knowing Aſtrozomy; nay being utterly 
uncapable of knowing it, for lack of the 
neceſſary intermediate Sciences? We ſhould 
ſend fuch Pretender to a good Phyſician, if 
we judged him craz d; or give him the 
Baſtinado, if Arrogance and Preſumption 
ſeemed the Cauſes of his troubleſome Va- 
nity: and do we cry it up as a generous, 
a; wiſe, and ſincere Spirit, when like Extra- 
vagance is practiſed, by like Perſons, «in 
the ſo much more numerous, more dark, 
and more weighty Enquiries, of Religion? 

S. Mareſias, Profeſſor at Groningen, in the 
Lon-Countries, has ſet down the particular 
Queſtions, and Controverſies debated be- 
tween the Churches and Parties; àt the end 
of his Collegium Theologicam, or Syſtema uni- 
verſa Theologiæ. He ſpecifies, between the 
Reformed, and the Romaniſts, three hundred 
principal Controverſies ; between the Soci- 
nians, and the Catholick Church, one hun- 
dred and twenty ſix principal Controver- 
ſies; between the Proteſtauts or * 
e ' | | an 


122 Of the Rights of Private Conſcience, 


and the Reformed or Calviniſts, principal 
Controverſies ninety two; between the 
Anabaptiſts, and the Churches, ſeventy ſach 
Controverſies; between the Arminians, and 
the Calviniſts, grand Controverſies fixty 
four; which laſt are alſo debated among 


the Teachers of almoſt all Churches and' 


Parties, whether Proteſtant, Church of Eng- 
land, or Roman: finally, between the Chri- 
ſtian Church, as made up of all the afore- 
mentioned Parties, on the one fide; and 
on the other, the Jews, Deiſts, and Liber- 
tines; capital Controverſies ſixty two. In 
the whole, ſomewhat above ſeven Hun- 
dared, He obſerves farther, that the con- 
troverted Texts, alledged by theſe Litigants 
againſt one another; and to be examined 
in the original Hebrem and Greek, by all 
that will rightfully pretend to judge of the 
{aid Controverſies, are fix hundred and thirty 
five, I ſhall add, if the Books on theſe 


Controverſies. and Texts, that have been 


written by only Great and Illuſtrious Au- 
thors, Men of Renown in their reſpective 
Ages; and without having read and con- 
ſider'd a competent number of all which, 
it were mere Raſhneſs and Precipitation 
to judge for or againſt any ſide, in thoſe 
Controverſies and Diſputes: I ſay, if thoſe 
Books were collected into one Library, 
they would be more than the Books of — 

| . the 
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the Sciences and Arts beſides; tho we 
include all Hiſtory, Geography, and Poetry. 

I fay now, when ſo many and great 
Controverſies have exerciſed the Learning 
and Wit, and employed the whole time 
of ſo many deep Heads; without bein 
able to come to Agreement, or ſo — 
as a Temper about them; becauſe of the 
inſuperable Difficulties, partly in the Qgeſ- 
tions themſelves, and partly in the Evi- 
dences or Proofs (that is, Scripture, and Ar- 


tiquity) by which they are to be judged _ 


and determined; do we adviſe, nay do 
we encourage the Women, the. Mechanicks 


and Raſticks, the buſy trading part of Man- 


kind; in a word, the whole Herd of un- 
ualified ancapable Perſons, to be Judges of 
them; or ſo much as Partyers, about or 
concerning them ? 

*Tis a | Judgment, and worthy of 
his Sagacity, Experience, and Learning, 
that Mr. Le Clerc maketh in the Caſe ; 
in his Book, Of the Cauſes of Infidelity, done 
not long ſince into Engliſh. I have not 
the Book by me, at preſent; but what 
the great Author ſaith there, is to this 
purpoſe. © The controverted Parts of Re- 
« ligion, and which each Party uſually 
« calleth hs Religion; the Doctors do well 


to argue ſtill, and to enquire about them., 


“It is their Buſineſs, to clear the Rub- 
* biſh, and to trim the Lights; briefly, 
| | 9 
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« to do all they can, that Truth may ir- 
« radiate, as well as Piety and Probity 
« may adorn the Houſe of God. But as 
« ſuch Work can be done, only by ſuch 
« Hands; only by the Learned, and they 
« too the moſt Learned; the People are nei. 
« ther qualified, nor concerned to party, 
c in ſuch their Diſputes and Controver- 
« fies, Piety, Probity, and the Faith in 
„ which a the Doctors and Churches 
« do agree, is the whole that is required 
« of any whoſoever, but Prieſts, and the 
Learned. When others do liſt into any 
« of their Parties and Diviſions, they are 
« right, if right, by mere and pure Chance : 
« their being in the right, ſhall do them 
« no Service with God, nor gain them 
« any Credit with wiſe Men; for *twas 
« only a giddy, or an ambitious Ra ſhneſs 
« in them, to chuſe a Parry or Side, 
« without the neceſſary previous Know- 
« ledges ;- and eſpecially the Tongues, or fo 
* much of them as might enable em to 
« conſult a critical Author. What Know- 
4 ledg the Unlearned have of the Argu- 
* ments on both ſides, and of their Weight 
or Importance, is fo dark and unper- 
& fect; in compariſon of what ir ſhould 
«be, in order to make a Judgment of 
& ſuch perplex'd Queſtions and Caſes ; 
«that tho it being all the Light they 
have, they are commonly very — 
| cc 7 
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« of it, and diſpoſed 
« and inſolent Garrulity: it is indeed but 
« like the very firſt Twilight, that pre- 
« ſents to the Sight, not the real Objects 
« as they are, but maimed or monftrous 
Figures, like to nothing in real Nature; 
« and it may be ſome ſtrange Shapes 
„(Shadows cauſed by the breaking Day) 
« gliding, like Ghoſts, on the Arras. Or 
„if you will, one may fay ; that with re- 
s ſpect to its fatal Conſequences, their 
Light is like to the Jonis Fatuus, or 
« Will-a-Wiſpe ; far more dangerous than 
« uſeful, to thoſe that will follow it in 
its (wild) Wanderings.“ Such Judg- 
ment as this, tho not in theſe very words, 
is made, of the Sidings and Party ings of 
the unlearned, with or againſt the Opini- 
ons and Factions of the Doctors, by Mr. 
Le Clerc: A Man verily who is the Glom, 
and the Scandal, of the Churches that are 
ſeparated from Rome. For after ſuch, and 
ſo many Inſtances and Proofs by him 
given, of an unequaPd Learning and Judg- 
ment, chiefly in Theology and the Sacred 
Criticiſm, they have left him juſt ſo, or 
worſe than the .Romiſh Churches have left 
Mr. Da Pinn; that is, to ſubſiſt himſelf 
by his Writings, and by inſtructing ſome 
young Gentlemen in Philoſophy and Criti- 
cal Learning. But to return to our Free- 
Thinkers. | 
a They 


it to an endleſs - 
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They ſay for themſelves; that they have 
the Scripture on their fide, and for their 
Warrant : the Scripture encourageth, nay 
requireth all Perſons, to prove (or try) al 

things, and hold faſt what is Good. Nay, 
to Flow only their own Judgment of Di. 
cretion, or their own Private Conſcience : 
for it commandeth every one, to be full 
perſuaded in his 'own Mind; and declareth 
thereupon farther, that what is not of Faith 
(that is, 4 ſatisfied Judgment of our own) 
# Sin, 1 Theſſ. 5. 21. Rom. 14. 5, and 23. 
And the Scriptures of both Teſtaments, 
being written to all, and in the Languages 
that were then the vulgar Languages: 
and the New Teſtament to all the Churches, 
and to every Perſon in them; not only 
to the Aged and more Knowing, but to 
the young Men and little Children, 1 John 
2. 14. It muſt be the Duty, as well as 
tis the certain Right, of 4 Perſons indit- 
ferently, to know them, and to judge of 
the Doctrines in them; that is, to de- 
termine their Faith, as well as their 
Choices by What they find in thoſe Scrip- 
tures. 

So, in {ſhort then; *tis plain by Scrip- 
ture, that not only the better fort, but the 
Body of the Populace, and even their 
young Men and little Chilaren, are all by 
Divine Warrant declared to be Caſuiſts, 
and Doctors of the Chair. Now I ſhall grant 

mol 
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moſt readily, that the Scriptures were writ- 
ten to All, and that All fhould read them 
with much Application; our Farnily-buſt 
neſs ought to begin as well as end, not 
only with Pfalms and Prayers, but with 
Readings in the Scripture, in both Tefta⸗ 
ments of it: becauſe the Duties of all, and 
the Faith neceſſary to Salvation, are thete 
bf taught. Nor can the Laity well un- 
derſtand Ser mont, unleſs they are (ſo“ to 
ſpeak) expert in the Scriptures; and ſcatce 
at all, without ſome 1 of them. 
Excellent Sermons are almoſt Toſt on any 
People, that know not the Scriptures,” But 
then I conſider, as the common Faith and the 
Duties of all, are clearly enough” deliverd 
in Holy Scripture ; ſo à great number of 
en and moſt difficult Subjects are there 
couched :. about which the ualearnea, as the 
an ine warneth us, do and muſt 

I 


ke (if they will jadg"of ther, and | 
determine concerning them) even 70 rheir 
Damnation, faith St. Peter, 2 Pet. 3. 16. In 
the Epiſtles of our Brother Paul, art Many 
things hard to be anderſtoot; which the Un- 
learned, and the Unſtable, do writhe, as they do 
all rhe other Seriptares, to their own Damna-. 
tian. I thick, the meaning is; not, that 
the Miſtakes, tho they are the Effects of 
ſuch Peoples too great Preſumption, are 
damnable : but that theſe ' Perſons, blown 
up with their * Skill and great Dif- 


coveries, 


* 
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coveries, do fall uſually into the damnable 


Sins of cenſuring, ſchiſmatical Separating, 
and unchriſtian and uncharitable Violence 
in their Partyings and Contentions, for 
their Miſtakes. .. After ſuch a Warning, 
concerning the Depths of Holy Scripture ; 
do we encourage all People indifferently, 
to plunge themſelves into them : rather, 
ſhould we not ſtand on the Banks of theſe 
Waters of Life, dire&ing both by Hand and 
Voice, that no one adventure beyond his 
proper Depth, or certain Knowledg ? 
Tis in vain to alledge Scripture for - 
ſard Opinions, Opinions that common Senſe 
. doth immediately reject; as that, the Blind 
ſhould lead others, or ſhould direct themſelves, 
or what is the very ſame, that the Igno- 
rant, that is, the «learned ſhould jud 
and determine of the deepeſt and weighteſ 
Queſtions and Controverſies of Religion, 
« Or be of Party in the Debates and Con- 
« tentions of the Skilful and Learned a- 
“ bout them.” It is, as we faid, againſt 
common Senſe; and againſt the univerſal 
Practice of Men, in all the Sciences, and 
even in all the Arts and Crafts. Tis Eu- 
phormio, a Pedant or Philoſopher, reading 
Lectures of War, before Hannibal. 
Therefore, when the Divine Word faith, 
Search the Scriptures; try all things, holding 
faſt what is good. The Beræans were more 
noble than ſome others; for they ſearched the 
| xy  Geriptares, 
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Scriptures, whether the things ſpoke by Paul 
were indeed ſo, It is not, becauſe it could 
not be intended, of, or to thoſe Bereans, 
or others, that were (by their Tears or 
their Jgnorance) unqualified, and therefore 
(as we have faid) ancapable; but of and 
to thoſe Jews, Chriſtians, or Bereans, that 
were Learned and Teachers in their Sy- 
nagogues; and who could make Report 
to the Aſſemblies, and therewith make them 
in ſome ſmall meaſure and degree ſenſible 
of the Truth, 3 | 1 

When St. Jobs faith, that he writes to 
the young Men, and little Children; what 
doth he write? That they Six not, that 
they Love one another, and Love not the 
World. And indeed his whole Epiſtle 
might be written, or be ſpoke, to the very 

St. Paul directs, Let every one be fully per- 


ſuaded in his own Mind; and he adds, af. 


terwards, What is not of Faith, is Sin. But 
firſt, Who doth he fay this to; and what 
Perſuaſion, and what Faith, doth he (or can 
he) there intend? What ; a Faith or Per- 
ſuaſion that Ignorance, and a forward grace- 
leſs Preſumption, have taken on them to 
form to themſelves, upon weighty and 
dark Queſtions and Enquiries : would he 
encourage ſuch Faith and Perſuaſion ? No 
certainly, but only 4 Faith and Perſuaſion, 
in Matters within the Sphere of each Man's 
1 2 Kyow- 
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132 Of the Rights of Private Conſcience, 
Knowledg, and Ability and Capatity to jude. 
In ſhort, he ſpeakerh of © ſuch Perſuaſion 
or Conſcience, and ſuch Faith, as the Un- 
learned or Unskilful ought to have; even 
a Conſcience of things, within each Per- 
ſon's Bounds of Knowledg, Education, and 
Converſation, with the Helps of a due and 
certain Information: And if beyond this, 
a' Conſcience” informed and inſtructed b 
the Reaſons of Learned and lawful Pa 
tors.” I think, however,” few ſuch Paſtors 
will call their People, however inſtructed, 
to Joo thoſe Difficulties, Controverſies, 
or Docttines; of which, they know well, 
tis tmpoffible that the People ſhould un- 
derſtand the Proofs and Evidences; and 
which are no Evidences or Proofs, but as 
they ſtand in the Hebrem and Greek Originals. 
Any other Conſcience about doubtful” or 
controyerted Matters, is not truly Conference; 
but a very ſinful Raſbneſ and Preſumption ; in 
whatſoever unqualified, and therefore (as 
we before alſo ſaid) ancapable Pretenders. 
. and real Conſcience, are things 
in their own Natures inconſiſtent with one 
another; for Conſcience is 4 Judgment made 
of things, by the Mind: but Ignorance can- 
not make a Judgment, but only à looſe 
Cy It may (preſumptuouſly and 
raſhly) gueſs, or as we ſay, rove at things; 
but can we call this, a Conſcience ? So that 
indeed the unqualified and ignorant ought 


nor 
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or Judgment of Diſcretion. 133 
not to ſay, In my Conſciente, or according to 
my Conſcience, but, according to my Pre- 
ſumption, my precipitate Conject ure, my blind 
Gueſs. But ſo to gueſs, in doubtful and 
high Matters, as ye faid, is Sin before God, 
and Folly before al 
the whole, I fay; 

Ignorance is never to lead others, or one 
ſelf.. And I fay, | 

All ſuch are to be reckoned Ignorant, in 
the Controverſies and Queſtions of Religi- 
on ; that have not, firſt, well read, or heard, 
on both ſides. Or, ſecondly, that cannot 
(when they hear or read) examine the Evi- 
72 in the Languages that the Evidences 

eak. 
gy FO) I fay, laſtly, the Diſputes, or con- 
troverted Articles, are not the ſaving or 
damning Parts of Religion ; the univerſal 
Judge will never queſtion the Pious and 
Sincere about them, they will not enter the 
righteous Sentence that 1 will paſs on us: 
and that therefore, they ſhould be argued 
only in the Schools ſo called, that is, in Uni- 
ver ſities; or by Men there trained, and gra- 
duated. And even there, and by ſuch, as 
in the ſcholaſtick Ages they were; with only 
a videtur quod ſic, or videtur quod non. 


The End of the Firſt Part. 


Septemb. 7. 1714, 
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| On the Title 


go The Supream Deity of God the Fa- 
** ther, e on Catholick 
Principles. Being 4 ſhort, but full 
« Anſwer to Dr. Sherlock's Proofs 
" * of our Saviour's Divinity; and to 
© whatſoever can be urged, aga 25 the 
Supremacy of - the firſt Perſon in 

the Holy Trinity.” 


cc 
0 
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HE Sapream Deity: . Are _ 
then more Deities? I 

our. Author to know, the Go 
tholick Church is more Unita- 
— rian, than he; ſhe knoweth 
0 acknowledgeth but one Deity, whether 


higher or , whether e. or . 
dinate. 


The 


138 Farther Explication of the Articles 
The ſupream Deity, of God the FA. 
THER. Whois God the Father; or whom 
does our Author intend, by God the Fa- 
ther? does he mean, there is in the Deity 
FATHER, SON, and Holy SPIRIT; 
and that of theſe, the Father is Sapream, 
the other two are Subordinate and Depen- 
dent? No; by God the Father, he means 
purely GOD; conſider'd as Father of the 
whole Creation, and in particular of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, to whom he was Father 
by an immediate and extraordinary Ope- 
ration in the Womb of holy Mary. As 
this is the meaning here of God the Fa- 
ther; the meaning of this whole Clauſe, 
can be only this; GOD, the Father of 
« the Creation, and of our Lord Chrift, is 
« the ſupream Deity, or ſupream God.” To 
omit, as I faid, that the Catholick Church 
acknowledges »o other God, or Deity, but 
this God the Father ; I would ask, againſt 
whom does our Author intend his Demon- 
ffration? I think, there is no Denomina- 
tion of Chriſtians, that but doubts ; whe- 
ther GOD, the Father of the Creation 
and of Chrift, is the ſapream God. Have 
any Church or Party pretended, that any 
other Deity or God is ſuperior, or but equal 
to him; or to ſay it again, that there is 
any beſides him ? 
I he ſupream Deity of God the Father, 
demonſtrated. That is, our Author is "_y 
| conn - 


of the Divine Unity, c 139 
eonfident of his Performance. But, as that 
which cannot be queſtioned, cannot be 
demonſtrated ; things ſelf-evident, in what- 
ſoever Science, not being capable of other 
proof: ſo his Demonſtration proceeds on 
a Miſtake of their meaning, whom he in- 
tends to oppoſe. In ſhort, tis a Demon- 
{tration of nothing elſe, but of his too much 
forwardneſs and haſte to oppoſe what he 
did not duly underſtand. 
 & Being, ſaith be farther, an Anſwer to 
« Dr. Sherlock's Proofs of our Saviours Di- 
“ vinity; and to whatſoever can be al- 
« ledged, againſt the Supremacy of the firſt 
“ Perſon in the Holy TRINITY.” I 
muſt ask again, what Hoy Trinity he means ! 
And yet I doubt, or rather I do not doubr, 
he means there is no Trinity at all, whether 
Holy or Unholy: the Father is not the 
ſupream, but the only Deity or God; the 
ſecond Perſon is not God, the third neither 
God nor Perſon, in any Senſe whatſoever. 
He ſhould have faid ſo therefore, in plain 
words ; and it would have given no more 
Offence to any body, nor indeed ſo much, 
as this equivocal illuſory Title will. I 
ſuppoſe, his Intention was, not to hinder 
the Sale of his Book; by putting before 
it a ſincere Title, without theſe Dou- 
blings, and Contradictions to his Book it 
ſelf: therefore he needed only to have ſaid, 
+ An Anſwer te Dr, Sherloel's late Book, 

| % con» 


140 Farther Explication of the Articles 
concerning the Proofs of our Saviour 
„Divinity.“ Or ſome ſuch like. 
To be ſhott, the Title is too unſincere, 
and contradictory to his Book: and the 
Demonſtration or Book it ſelf, is an Op- 
poſition, not to the Doctrines of the Church; 
but only a Diſcovery of his Miſtakes, of 
our Doctrines; as we are next to ſhow. 


The Deſign of this Book, is to prove, 


that God Almighty is but one Perſon; mean- 
ing by one Perſon, one Being. That, ſe- 
condly, there hath been no Incarnation of God; 
meaning again, ſuch Incarnation as he and 


his Party have conceived. Laſtly, that 


ſuppoſing” ſuch! Union of God with Man, 
yet it will not juſtify this Expreſſion, Goa 
was made Mau. Where again he intends, the 
Divinity was converted into Humanity ; which 
is a Hereſy, that I confeſs, I never before 
read of heard of . vu oth tt ee 


5 air 


| | + i [. ; | | oe 

God Almighty, is but one Perſon. 
God Almighty. | is but one Perſon. As if 
there were no Senſe, in which even this Au- 
thor muff admit, that God is more thay one 
Perſon; and on the other hand, no Senſe in 
Which 


of the Divine Uni hive] Oc... 
which the Catholick Chit! believes, + 
profeſſes, that God is but ane Per ſon. I 
mould wonder, if he knows not, that in 
his Senſe of the term Perſon, the Church 
acknowledges but one Divine Perſon. 
This Author muſt grant, that as the 
Term or Word Perſon is uſed by the Latis 
(claſſical) Authors, from whom the Engliſh: 
and (I think) all the other modern Na- 
tions but the French, had the word and 
the meaning of it; God Almighty, as Crea- 
tor, is one Perſon ; as Redeemer; another 
Perſon; as Santifier, A third; and as Judge 
of all, 2 fourth Perſon... For the ſeveral 
Reſpets or Relations of one Intelligent Be- 
ing to other, whether Things or Intelli-: 
gent Beings, do (confeſſedly by all) in 
the Language and Stile of the Latint, 
make ſuch Being to be ſo many ſeveral 
Perſons. And as we. cannot deny, that tlie 
ſeveral eternal Acts, Relations, Reſpects, 
and other Diſtinctions of God, towards 
his Creatures, do denominate him more 
Perſons. externally, and proceſſionaly, as the 
Schools ſpeak; then much more do the In. 
ternal Acts, Properties, and Diſtiuctions, that 
are within and upon himſelf. If the tem- 
porary tranſient Acts and Reſpetts of Crea- 
tor, Juage, and the reſt, do oblige us to call 
God ſo many Perſons; then dhe eternal, 
permanent, and natural, INTELLECT 
always in att, SEL P- 2» ęR8 
an 
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142 Farther Explication of the Articles 
and SELF-COMPLACENCE) much dne 


more. Our Author's Wit may help him the 
on many other occaſions; it will never re. zuter. 
lieve him, 1 reſume to ſa 1 in this: the fore 
Authority of all the antient Books, by the 

which only the genuine Signification of lities 
words can be tried and judged, being the 

againſt him. I conclude therefore, his ge- uat 
neral unlimited Propoſition, God is but one &, 


Perſon, is raſh, falſe, undefenſible; and of WM CE. 
which a learned Man muſt be aſhamed 
among learned Men. | 
Then, for what we ſaid farther ; © Is. 
«< there no Senſe in, which the Church be- TE] 
« lieves that God # but one-Perſon?” For MW WE: 
if there is, why does our Author tell it for doth 
News, that God Almighty is but one Per- ratio 
ſon? It was ever held, and taught, that CO! 
God is but one (as lately we have learn- Profe 
ed to ſpeak) ſabſſting PERSON; that is, 1 , 
one intellectual Being, one Spirit, one Mind. Mode 
And the contrary hereto is declared to be 
Hereſy, by ſome General, and divers Pro- arty 
vincial Councils; and by the whole Current ö 
of Learned and approved Writers. In re- liſhec 
ſpect of his being one intelligent Eſſence, help 
one individual Being, Mind, or Spirit, God amor 
is as truly but one | Perſon; as any particu- A 
lar Man, or Angel, is but one Perſon. The cing- 
Catholick Church ſaith, God Almighty is, tion; 
as they now ſpeak, but one ſubſiſting Per- three 
ſon; or one eternal Spirit, one infinite Mind, Being 


\ One 
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dne individual, intellectual Eſſence ; and 
the Perſonalities of God, by which he is 
internally Annen and by which there- 
fore we apprehend and conceive of him in 
the Acts of Worſhip, are only the Moda- 
lities of this one Eſſence or Spirit; namely, 
the Divine INTELLECT, the ade- 

vate SELF-KNOWLEDG, the per- 

&, beatify ing, SELF-COMPLA- 
CENCE. Of which the firſt, according 
to the Modes of Speaking uſed by the An- 
tients, is called the F AT HER, as generating 
the SELF-KNOWLEDG; from IN- 
TELLECT, and (the ſaid ) generated 
WISDOM, called therefore the SON, 
doth proceed neceſſarily the Spiritus, or Spi- 
ration of LOVE, or the beatify ing SEL F. 
COMPLACENCE. And yet after this 
Profeſſion and Explication, in her Coun- 
eile, and by her Writers both Fathers and 
Moderns; ſhe is attacked, as Tritheiſtiet, 


Pagan, and Idolatrous. This Author, in 


8 was conſtrained in Spirit, to bear 
is Teſtimony, by a Book written and pub- 
liſhed, againft the general prevalence (God 


help us) of Pagenick, Tritheiſtick Principles, 


among us. bv . 
A certain Doctor of renown in the Fen- 
eing- School of Diſpute, writes 4 Vindica- 
tion; wherein he advances, that there are 
three Divine Eſſences, three eternal Minds, 
Beings, and Spirits. He has lately added 
on 
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on the other Article, of the Divine Inrar. 
nation; that the Divine WORD (or {- 
cond Perfon) did not aſſume a particular 
human Nature, but Humanity it ſelf. Which 
is, all Men know, no real Entity, but a 
mere metaphyſicat Abſtraction; a Notion 
only, not a Being, or Thing. Among the 
Non-Conformiſts, Mr. How alſo was zealous 
of the former of theſe dangerous Miſtakes. 
Our Author complains hereupon, that 
« Men of Tritheiftick Principles are warmly 
“ cheriſh'd; both in the Boſom of the 
Church, and among the Diſſenters; while 
the Unitariats, tho confeſſed to be le 

„ pblameable, have been uſed among both, 
« with an uncharitable ſeverity; and very 
“ harſhly even in their Perſons and Eſtates,” 
F can anfwer, for ſo much as concernerh 
the Church; that with reſpect to ſome few 
Men of Tritheiſtick Principles, an early Op- 
poſition, and a very zealous, "was made to 
them. Firſt, by ſome eminent private Wri- 
ters; then, by a ſort of Publick 'Anthori- 
ty: for the Univerſity of Oxford declared 
Noſe Principles to be heretical, and blaf- 


phemous; and forbad all Perſons under 


their Direction, to maintain or eſpouſe them. 
After which, the Archbiſhop of Canterbun, 
that now is; and at his Requeſt and In- 
ſtance, his late Majeſty, and the Lords of 
the Council; publiſhed Directions, for pre- 
ſerving the Purity of, the Chriſtian Faith, - 
gain 
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gainſt the Innovations that had been ad- 
vanced, by the few Authors or Aſſerters 
of thoſe Principles. The Men indeed were 
ſpared, out of reſpe& to their other emi- 
nent Merit; and in confidence that they 
would be adviſed, and get themſelves bet» 
ter informed : but as much was done a- 

inſt their Error, as this learned Author 
imſelf could require. | 

That ſome others leſs blameable, and leſs 
miſtaken, than the Tritheiſts, have ſuffer'd 
much in their Perſons and Eftates ; I ſup» 
poſe, is meant by this Author; among the 
Diſſenters, There was ſuch a Caſe but 
lately, at Dablin in Ireland; where the Dif: 
{enters being the Informers, and the Proſe= 
cators, a very harſh Fine, of many hun- 
dred Pounds, was laid on a learned Diſ- 
ſenting Miniſter, for ſome obnoxious Ex- 
preſſions; tho not more obnoxious than 
one may find in divers of the Fathers, and 
particularly in St. Hilary; concerning the 
Subordination of the Second and Third Di- 
vine Perſons, to the Father. The Proſecu- 
ted maintained, that the Son in the Holy 
Trinity, is not equal to the Father; ground- 
ing himſelf on the words of our Saviour, 
The Father is greater than I, John 14. 28. 
But the Government there did diſcharge: 
the Fize, for the greater part of it, on ap- 
plication made (as I have heard) to his 
Grace the Duke of 8 and releaſed 
N alſo 
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alſo the Proſecuted of his Impriſonment, on 
giving Bond to be of. the good Behaviour, 
_, I will not deny, however, that in both 
Communions there is a very culpable Neg- 
ligence, of duly and frequently eee! 
ing the Doctrine of Holy Scripture and of 
the Church, in the (fo nice and neceſſary) 
Articles, of the Trinity, and the Manner of 
our Saviour's Divinity. Whereby too many 
of our People have, ſome of them Tri- 
theiſtick, and others Eutychian Notions and 
Appreventions not awhit better than the 
old Paganick Idolatry. But then let as, 
that have the teaching part of the Paſto- 
ral Office, amend this Error and Fault ; 
in our Sermons, Catechiſms, and Books; 
it being, in truth, more particularly our 
Province. We ought not to charge the 
“Church, or the Government, with our 
«< own Neglects of our Duty to God, and 
« his People: for the Church and Govern- 
* ment have declared as clearly and fully, 
© and have done as much, againſt the Tri- 
* theiftick Principles; as well they could, 
« out of Convocation ; without their cen- 
* ſuring and puniſhing Men, as well as 
r 
Io be ſhort, it may be true in ſome 
meaſure, what our Author complains of; 
tis not impoſſible that in our Age alſo, it 
may happen to be ſaid, but too truly, 
lliacos INTRA muros peccatar, 4 75 
* A 


* 
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TRA: But I fay, this will always be, 
while Men are but Men; it will be ©, when 
he is a Magiſtrate, or a Biſſop. 
But now, ve are to expect a Blow; and 
d- that, what we have ſaid hitherto, is to 


of ſtand for very little, or even for nothin 
* at all; for (at 5. 1 5. and 16.) he alledget 
of as here followeth. © By a Perſon Dr. Sher- 


ny « tock fairly means, a diſtinct ſubſtantial 
ri. “ Perſon, or Infinite MIND; as all the 
and World (I think) do, out of this Con- 
the « troverſy.. And by three Divine Per- 
us, “ f{ons, he means three MINDS; as he 
to- W © has declared in his Vindication, unto which 
ult; W © he refers alſo in this Book. He is rightly 
ks; WM © ſenſible, that a Trinity of MODES is 
© but a Jaggle; a Blind, to cover Sabellia- 
« niſm: ſince neither Sabellias, Arias, nor 
« Socinus, would ever have denied three 
« MODES; or God's original WT S- 
« DOM, his SELF-KNOW LEDG, 
« or SELF- COMPLACENCE.: Nor 
“ had they been ever the nearer to the 
« Communion of the Church, for owning 
'« them,” Let us reſolve this Paragraph, 
into its Propoſitions. 1. Dr. Sherlock by 
three Divine Perſons, means (honeſtly and 
candidly ) three infinite Minds, 2. And 
ſo do all the World, ost of this Queſtion. 
3. A Trinity of Modes, is but a Juggle, to 
cover Sabellieniſm. 4. Neither Sabellius, nor 
Arius or Socinus, would deny three Modes; 
g 2 Or 
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or the Divine INTELLECT, SELF- 
KNOWLEDG, and SEL F-COM- 
PLACENCE. 5. If they had acknow- 
ledged this Trinity, they had not thereby 
been at all nearer to the Communion of the 
Church. x Reb 

1. Dr. Sherlock, he ſaith, by three Divine 
Perſons intends three infinite Minds. I 
hope, not : for tho he was ſome time 1n this 
Error, as in his Vindications, and other fub- 
{ſequent Books of his; yet in his preſent State 
of the Socinian Controverſy, written more 
lately, after the Directions by the ry and 
the Archbiſhop, he called in that miſtake ; 
and in as plain words as can be required. 
In that Book, he ſaith; Firſt, 


Of G O D. 


The Notion that Mankind have of God, 
« js, one eternal infinite SPIRIT, p. 25. 

« God is an eternal infinite BEING, or 
« MIND; ſo all, as well Chriftians as 
« Philoſophers, hold: p. 35. 

« What is the natural Notion we have of 
© God; but one eternal BEING, the 
« Cauſe of all other Beings ? p. 49. : 

4 Three abſolute, whole, individual, Di- 
vine Natures, is Tritheiſm,“ p. 344. 

If God is but one Spirit, Being, Mind, 
one individual Nature; the three Divine 
Perſons, which are that one God, our 0e 

thor 
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thor will grant, cannot be three Spirits, Be- 
ings, Minds, or individual Natures: He 
will grant, Dr. Sherlock could not fo intend. 
But he faith further, 


Of the Divine Perſons, 


They are as perfectly one, as a created 
« MIND is one, p. 3009. 

The Divine Perſons cannot properly 
&« be called, three infinite MINDS, or 
« SPIRITS; for MIND as well as 
« GOD, is not the name of their Perſons, 
« but of their Nature, which is Identical 
« the ſame in all three,” 2 1 

This is the ſame as to ſay; the three Di- 
vine Perſons are Identically, that is, are 
the ſelfſame, Spirit and Mind. 

And in his laſt Book, or Scripture- Proofs of 
our Saviour's Divinity, the 2oth and 21ſt 
Pages ſeem wholly intended, to ſhow ; that 
« the third Divine Perſon is called the Holy 
Spirit, as being the ſan#ifying SPI RA. 
„ TION of God; and that this name Spi- 
“ rit properly belongeth, not to any of the 
Divine Do but to the Divine Na- 
“ gare. In ſhort; he faith, that (in theſe 
« Queſtions) Spirit is the name of God; 
« and is not to be uſed of the Perſons of the 
„Divinity, but of the Divine Nature; 
5% which is to ſay, of the Godhead or God.” 


K 3 ! 
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1 fay therefore, our Author's advantages 
in this Book, againſt Dr. Sherlock*s (former) 
Opinions, are none at all againſt the Church; 
that has condemned them, in fo man 
Councils, and by ſo many approved Wri- 
ters; nor againſt the Church of England in 
particular, that impoſed Silence upon him 
and his Seconds, for ſo much as concerned 
thoſe Opinions, by Directions from the 
Archbiſhop, and from his Majeſty and the 
Lords of his Council. | 

But I ſay not theſe things, becauſe I 
will abide by all, or many, or indeed al- 
moſt any of the Proofs of the Trinity, that 
Dr. Sherlock and many others, (who have 
not well underſtood this great Article) have 
thought fit to inſiſt on them, againſt the 
Judgment of the beſt critical Interpreters, 
of the Scriptures ; faithful (and illuſtrious) 
Members ef the Church, and owned by 
her as ſuch. Pleaſe to ſee what I have ſaid 
of the proper Proofs, of a Trinity of Divine 
Perſons, in my Inftitations concerning the Tri- 
nit), p- 193, 194. | 

The leſs wary Writers on this Article, I 
ſee, generally prove the Trinity believed by 


the Catholick Church; by ſuch Heads of 


Argument, and ſuch Scripture-Texts upon 
them, that if in truth they proved any 
thing, do prove three Divine Beings, Minds, 
and Spirits; Either ſubordinate and un- 
 £qua), the Trinity of ſome few of the Fe: 
| 5 . 
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thers, and of Dr. Cudworth ; or equal, and 
co-ordinate, the Trinity (as it ſhould ſeem) 
of two or three Greek Fathers, and ſome 
Moderns. In oppoſition to the Errors of 
both theſe Parties, St. Auſtin wrote thoſe 
Books de Trinitate, that have ſince been 
followed by the whole Church; the Eaſtern 
or Greek Churches, and the Weſtern or La- 
tin Churches and Nations. 

2. He faith again; © All the World means 
4 by Perſons, as Dr. Sherlock did; out of this 
“ Controverſy,” It was well excepted ; 
But why did he not conſider, that the whole 
Queſtion is, What is meant by Perſons, in 
this Controverſy ? Let Perſons be what it 
will in other Caſes, or Diſputes ; in this, it 
is a mere Theological Term, and fignifies 
only, « The Divine Nature (Godhead or 
God) under 4 triple Diſtinction. The 
Church, and the Academical Schools, ſay 
three Divine Perſons; and always declare 
their meaning to be, the Divine Eſſence 
(or God) under a threefold Diſtincti- 
on; the Diſtinction of Divine INT E L- 
LECT, Divine SELF-KNOWLEDG,. 
and Divine SELF-COMPLACENCE. 
If our Author would diſpute againſt the 


Church, *tis incumbent on him, to ſhow 


either the Error, or the Impropriety of this 
way of ſpeaking; which he, or any Man 
elſe, will never be able to do. 


K 4 But 
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But in very deed doth all the World, out 
of this Controverſy, mean as Dr. Sherlock 
did, and as our Author doth ? I am told 
that in French, for I my ſelf know that 
Language but very unperfectly, Perſon ſig- 
nifies; not, a Being, Mind, or Spirit ; but 
Nemo, no Body, no one. And there js no 
Grammarian but will tell him, that zone in all 
the World meant, as did Dr, Sherlock and our 
Author, till the latter Ages; till the Cor- 
ruption and Perverſion of the Latin words 
(as Perſona is) by the Irruption of the Nor- 
thern Nations into the Roman Empire, and 
their Conquelt of this Weſt part of that Em- 
pire. The Northern Nations corrupted the 
Latin Tongue, not only in its Declenſions, 
Conjugations, and Pronouns; but in the 
Uſe, and proper Signification, of many of 
the Nouns and Vers: they have corrup- 
ted it even as much, and ſometimes as ri- 
diculouſly, as the Tarks have barbarized the 
Greek, 

Perſona, or Perſon, that ſignified Larva, 
a Diſguiſe, and particularly, the Theatrical 
Habit of the Stage- Actors; the Robes of the 
Magiſtracy, then the Office it ſelf, ſuch as 
Judge, Prætor, Conſul, General, Advocate; 
and with theſe, all forts of Relations, ſuch 
as Father, Son, Maſter, Servant, and the 
reſt; and herewith Qualitas, the Quality, 
(whether external or jnternal) of any ra- 
tional Being; ſuch as Tall, Low, Big, * 
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tle, Lean, Corpulent, Wiſe, Fooliſh, and 
the reſt ; and (finally) in Eccleſiaſtical uſe 
was modus Divine-Natare, the Divine Na- 
ture (or God) under an internal Modality 
or Diſtinction. I ſay, Perſon, that had in 


its primitive Language theſe ſignifications, 
became at laſt, after the Irruption of the 


Northern Nations, perverted in the vulgar 
uſe of it, to ſignify that very thing, againſt 
which it was firſt taken up in the Eccleſia- 


ſtical uſe; that is to ſay, for a particular, 


diſtinct, intelligent Being, a particular Angel 
or Man. It can be no queſtion, among 
learned Men; that the Latin or Weſtern 
Churches took up the word Perſona, in op- 
poſition to the word Fhpoſtaſis, that was 
uſed by ſome Greeks. Becauſe Hhpoſtaſis was 
ſometimes uſed for Subſtance; the Latins in- 


ferred, that if they ſaid three Hypoſtaſes, it 


would imply three ſpiritual Sabſtances, the 
ſame with three Divine Spzrits, and three 
Gods: therefore they choſe to ſay Perſona, 
and the ſound Greeks Nle;ownw, the juſt equi- 
valent of Perſons; that only ſignify a Qua- 
lity, Mode, Reſpect, Diſtinction, of or in 
intellectual Hypoſtaſis or Being. If our 
Author had known this; or knowing it, 
had conſider'd it; he would not have talk'd 
of all the World, on bs, and the Tritheiſticł 
ſide, in their affirming, that the wards 
Perſon, Mind, and intellectual Being, are ad- 
£quarely equivalent Terms, But any 

| | ne 
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he may not be wills to take my word 
for it, that he is miſtaken in the true ori- 
ginal Senſe of the words Perſon and Per- 
ſons; nor could I reaſonably claim, that 
he ſhould : I refer him to the well known 
Criticks, Scaliger, Valenſis, and Becman, in 
their Books concerning the Latin Tongue; 
voce Perſona. - 

I ſhall add, that after all; it is very pro- 
bable to me, that Perſon is ſeldom, and al- 
moſt never uſed, as our Author ſpeaks, even 
out of this Controverſy; whether in the La- 


tin, or in the modern Tongues ; as he faith 


all he World do uſe it; viz. to denote a 
particular intelligent Being, whether ſpiri- 


tual or corporeal, Tis uſed of them, I 


think, only, When ſome Reſpect, Rela- 
tion, Diſtinction, Modality, or Quality, is in- 
tended to be imputed to them: that is, tis 
uſed of them, not as they are particular in- 
tellectual Being s, but as they are intellectual 
Beings with ſuch a Quality, Modality, or Di- 
ſtinction, internal or external; as Vallenſis 
ſpeaks. For one inſtance that our Author 
will give of Perſon or Perſons, uſed abſo- 
lutely-and ſimply, in common Speech, for 
a particular rational Being, as ſuch; I think, 
I can return him forty, in which it ſig- 
nifies Being, Mind, Spirit, 46 ſo or ſo qua- 
lified, or under this or the other Relation, 
DiſtinQion, Reſpect. 


It 
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It is the Cha#ch that holds a Trinity of 
Perſons, properly ſo called : and her Oppo- 
ſers, are they that abuſe the term Perſons ; 
to expreſs their Trinity of Divine Beings, . 
Minds, and Spirits; or what is the ſame, a 
Trinity of Gods. OR: -- 
3+ * A Trinity of Modes, or Diftinitions, 
« be ſaith farther, is but a juggle; to cover 
„ real Sabelliani[m.” | 
That is, to cover Socinianiſm. One would 
have thought, that this ſhould not have 
been a Fault, with our Authors It hath 
been always held, that Sabellian, Samoſate- 
nian, Photinian, and Socinian, are the ſame ; 
in Subſtance at leaſt. Then how, or why, 
ſhould it offend this Gentleman; that he 
and his Party have (it ſeems) ſecret 
Friends, that would ſerve them and their 
Opinion, with Addreſs; would introduce 
that Doctrine by Artifice, that themſelves 
have ſo long in vain endeavour'd to intro- 
duce by Dint of Diſpute ? But never was 
any thing leſs true, than this Suggeſtion of 
our Author and others. For contrary, Sa- 
bellius has been cenſur'd as a Heretick, for 
advancing a new Trinity; a Trinity of 
mere external, and temporary Reſpects, and 
Acts, of God; to his Creatures. And re- 
jecting the eternal Trinity, within the Divine 
Eſſence; that had been always taught, and 
inſiſted on, in the Churches. I preſume to 
recommend to our Author, the — 
a elli4- 


„ 


[ 
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Sabelliant, of the learned Chriſtianus Wor- 
mius, printed at Copenhagen; lately pub- 
liſned there, but to be had in London alſo. 


After an exact rehearſal of what is found 


in the Fathers, and Church-Hiſtorians, 
concerning Sabellius and his Doctrine; he 
concludes, cap. 3. p. 119. Sabellius, in Erro- 
rem contrarium lapſus, dixit; diſtinifam eſſe 
a Filii Perſons, Perſonam Patris; non Re, 
ſed Relatione : non interna ills & æternd, ſed 
ſolummodo ad res externas, ſive ratione diver- 
ſarum Apparitionam. © Sabellias did not be- 
„ lieve, that the Perſon of the Son is really 


« diſtinct from the Perſon of the Father; 


„but only relatively. And this, not by 
© the eternal and internal Relation, [held 
« and meant by the Catholick Church; 
but only by an external, or in reſpect of 
4 his divers Manifeſtations.” 
Manifeſtation, Relation, or Reſpect, of 


Creator, under the Old Teſtament; and 


under the New, of Redeemer, and Santtifier. 
This Hiſtory is a very exact, and criti- 
cal Performance; worthy of a Divine of 
Denmark, where the Encouragements of 
Learning are greater, than in moſt 0- 
ther, whether Proteſtant, or Reformed Coun- 
tries. | 
The common Calumny of all the Tri- 
theiſts, that the DoArine of the Church is 
co-incident with Sabellianiſm, is grounded 
upon this; that if the Divine Perſonalities 
are 


That is, the 
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are but Modes or Diſtinctions of the Di- 


vine Eſſence, and the Perſons are only the 


h. Divine Eſſence (or God) conſidered under 
0. the Diſtinctions of INTELLECT. or 
d Mind, SELF-KNOWLE DG, and 
5, SELF-DELIGH T ; then the Son 
le (or either of the other two Divine Per- 
0 ſons) is no more a real diſtinct Being, 
ſe than in the Trinity of Sabellius, in which he 
e, is only a Reſpect of God to the Creature. 
ed I anſwer, the Fathers that had aſſiſted 
7 at the great Nicene Council, and their Fol- 
e- lowers and Defenders, did admit this Con- 
ly ſequence ; they ſaid, God is one fſelf-ſame 
r; W Subſtance or Being, and otherways the 
Dy Divine Perſons would be three Divine Be-. 
Id ings, which were to ſay three Gods: ſee- 
3] ing we can have no other Notion of three 
of Gods, but three al-perfet# or Divine Beings. 
he They faid Therefore, the Sabellian Hereſy 
of did not conſiſt in this, That there is bat 
ad one Divine Being; but in this, That Sabel- 
ey. lius da own the internal and eternal 
ti- Relat and Diſtinctions, of that one 
of win ig, within and towards it ſelf; 
of he conceived and ſpoke of God, only un- 
o- der the temporary and external Reſpects of 
n- CREATOR, REDEE MER, and 
SANCTIFIER. | | 
i- It occaſioned however, ſome good while, 
is no ſmall Contention (nay and mutual Per- 
N ſecution) in the Eaſtern Churches; even 
[es this. miſtake of ſome, that the Divine Per- 


c ſons 
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ſons are ſo many diſtinct Beings : not be- 
ing aware, that Father, Son and Spirit, are 
tralatitious, and figurative Terms, / when 
uſed of the Divinity, as well as when uſed 
of ſome other things ; therefore ſome, as I 
- faid, took them to denote Beings as con- 
fider'd under thoſe Relations; they ſup- 
poſed, they were to be underſtood properly, 
becauſe they are ſo underſtood and fo 
meant, when we ſpeak of human (and 
other Mortal and Corporeal) Generation 
and Relation. RES 
On this account, in ſome Places (as par- 
ticularly in the Patriarchal See of Antioch) 
they had for ſome Succeſſions two Biſhops : 
one of them of the Party of the Council 
of Nice, that ſtruck to the Homo-oaſios, by 
which they meant, that the Divine Perſons 
have the ſelf-/ame Subſtance or Eſſence, 
which implies, that they are of Spirit, and 
one Being ; the other, contrary, that Fa- 
ther, Son, and Spirit, are diftint# Exiftences, 
diſtin Subſtances and Eſſe 
implies (tho they never durſt 
expreſs words) they are di Being, 
and Spirits. It was for the laſt of theſe, 
that Gregory Naztianzen was forced to ab- 
dicate rhe See of Conſtantinople, by a Ge- 
neral Council; And nothing but the high 
« Efteem that all Men had of his rare Elo- 
« quence and excellent Learning, preſerved 
him from further Cenſure.“ * 
0 


ſort or 
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loſt rhat See, for oppoſing (in the Council) 


a Party-Biſhop at Antioch, when one of the 


two Biſhops of that City died, under pre- 
tence of reſtoring Unity to that Church; but 
it was known, that he did it, in favour 
of the Party that interpreted Homo-ouſtos, 
contrary to the true meaning of the Nicene 
Council That is to ſay, not of the fel 
ſame Subſtance, but only the ſame for kind; 
which would imply, that the Divine Per- 
ſons are not one Spirit or Being, but three. 
It was for the contrary Interpretation, that 
ſome time before him Euſtathius was not in- 
deed depoſed, from his See of Antioch, for 
the greater part of his People would not for- 
fake him; but another was choſen by a con- 
ſiderable Party in that City, to be Biſhop 
with him, or rather againſt him. The learned 


Critick, H. Valeſius, rightly obſerves, in his 


Notes on that part of the Hiſtory of Socra- 
tes Scholaſticus, concerning Eaſtathius; that 
he was thus oppoſed, on the Accuſation of 
Sabellianiſm, as the Party againſt him did in- 
terpret Sabellianiſm: that is, faith the Cri- 
tict, for the true Faith of the Nicene Coun- 
cil; or becauſe he interpreted Homo- ou ſios, 
by the 14A5— Subſtance, not the ſame for 
ind only. Theſe Strifes continued 

in the Eaſt, till the Books of St. Auſtin be- 
came known to thoſe Churches; when they 
all acquieſced in his Expoſition of the Tri- 
nity, as the Weſtern Churches had 2 
one. 
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done. The Authority of St. Auſtin ſeems 
to have been the Cauſe, that theſe Diffe- 
rences made not a Schiſm in the Catholick 
Church; as the Arian, Neſtorian, and Eaty- 
chian Controverſies, did. 1 
The ſhort is, the Imputation of Sabellia. 
niſm, granting that it were juſt, is very un- 
proper and odd from the Pen of a Socinian: 
for Sabellianiſm no leſs than Socinianiſm de- 
nies, that any of the Divine Perſons is a 
real diſtin&t Being; or is any thing more 
than an external Act, and Reſpect of God, 
to his Creatures. And, Secondly, *tis the 
very ſame Calumny that was throwa at the 
great Nicene Council; and at their Term 
Homo- ouſios, or of the ſelf-ſame Subſtance : 
and to which, . the Fathers that had aſſiſted 
at that Council, and their Followers and 
Defenders, thought it ſufficient to reply, 
that the Objectors are TRITHEISTS. The 
learned Author, to whom I am anſwering, 
may ſee what I have here faid, ſaid alſo 
(tho briefly, yet) effectually, in the twenty 
third and twenty fourth Chapters, of the 
firſt Book of the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of 
Socrates ; © Who was contemporary to theſe 
„ Queſtions and Strifes, in their firſt riſe, 
“ among thoſe antient Churches and Fa- 
« thers.“ 
3.“ Neither Sabellius, Arius, or Socinus, 
&« ſaith he, would deny three Modes; or the 
Divine Intellect, Self-Knowledg, or Self; 
„Com- 


of it. But then, ſay I; if theſe 
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4 Complacence.” That is, they would 
have been of the Charcb*s mind, if they had 
but known her Doctrine; they were not 
properly Hereticks, but only ignorant. If 
no body is wiſer than I, we will grant this 
to our Author; he ſhall have, what: he de- 
ſires here, and free leave to make his beſt 
great Maſ. 
ters would, all of them, have embraced 
the Doctrine of the Church; her Faith, 
and in the Terms, in which her greateſt 
Fathers, as well as moſt approved Sons, have 
expreſſed it; methinks, our learned Author 
ſhould not ſtand out. He grants, his Pa- 
triarchs would have thought, and ſpoke tog, 
with the Church; if they had but under-. 
ſtood her meaning ; then, why ſhould not 
he? It was not, that F. Socinus was nice, 
litigious, and ambitious; or that Arias was 
a Malcontent, for having miſſed the rich 
and potent See of Alexandria; or that Sa 
bellias, as à right African, was a Man of 
Levity, and Oſtentation. No, but only 
they knew not the Doctrine of the Church; 
and therefore only diſſented from her. Well 
then, what juſt Excuſe has our Author ; 
who does know it? He anſwers; ., _ 
5. © They or he ſhould have been never 
the nearer, ' to the Communion. of the 
“ Church; if they had or did acknowledg 
« the Trinity of Modes ot Diſtinctions. 
I confeſs, this knocks = out of joint again : 
1 | let 
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let us try to ſet all to rights, after ſuch 
a terrible Shogg. - I ſay then, 

1. For the dead, we need not to take 
care; they are now out of the reach of Ex- 
cluſion, or other hard Uſage, by Men. 

2. For our Author himſelf, is he wikng 
to put this matter to an actual Tryal : 
{ſhall he and JI go to the Metropolitan, or the 
Dioceſan, and lay; EE 
My Lord, in other matters we are ac- 
knowledged to be Orthodox ; but there is 
a Queſtion, raiſed by ſome, concerning our 
Soundnels in the Article of the Trinity. We 
believe, however, with all Sincerity, that 
grand Article as *tis expounded at large by 

St. Auſtin, in his laſt ſeven or eight Books 
ae Trinitate, We believe it, as explained 
by the Maſter of the Sentences, and his Fol- 
lowers the Divines of the Schools, and their 
Followers the Councils of the middle Ages. 
We believe it, as repreſented in the Wri- 
tings of the great Doctors, ſince the Pe- 
riod of the Reformation; whether Re- 
formed or Catholicks, We accept heartily 
the brief Expoſition, ſo uſually cited out 
of the Eccleſiaſtical Polity of Mr. Hooker , 
and the full Account by Mr. Baxter in his 
Met hodus Theologiz, We pray, to know 

. hereupon, he n. your Lordſhip will ad- 
mit us to the Communion, and other Reli- 
gious Worſhip,” in the Churches of your 
Dioceſs; and even to Truſts and Prefer- 

ments 
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ments in the Church, if we are legally pre- 


ſented theretoꝰ?ꝰ | 

Our Author knows in his Conſcience ; 
and I urge him, or any other learned Man, 
to deny it; that ſuch a Profeſſion as this, 
were really no more than to ſay; © We 
« believe the Trinity of Divine Perſons, 
« to, be the one GOD, under the triple 
Diſtinction and Conſideration of Divine 
«INTELLECT, adequate SEL F- 
« KNOW LEDG, and the perfect bea- 
« tifying SELF-COMPLACENCE; 
« and we underſtand the Offices and Creeds 
e of the Church, in conformity to this Ex- 
&« polition of the Article of the Trinity, by 
« the greateſt and moſt reverenced Lights 
4 and Guides in the Catholick Church, 
« whether the antient or the modern.” 

Therefore, if our learned Brother will 
not accompany me to the Biſhop, or Arch- 
biſhop, with the aforeſaid Addreſs ; be- 
cauſe he judges, it would be accepted, nay 
could not be refuſed; | enter here my Pro- 
teſt, that he muſt no more ſay; © He is 
“ never. the nearer.to the Communion of 
« the Church, for profeſſing what he calls 
« the Trinity of Modes or. Diſtinctions; 
but is really the only Trinity of Perſons, 
4 that are properly ſo called. | 
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II. 
There hath been no Incarnation of God. 


There hath been no Incarnation of God, or 
the Divine Nature. This again is a Pro- 
poſition, too general and unlimited; and 
which no Wit or Learning can juſtify, as 
it here lieth, on ſuppoſition of the Divine 
Authority of Scripture. Saith our Saviour; 
The Father (GOD) that Dwelleth in me, he 
doth the Works, John 14. 10. Some have 
rendred that Text; The Father that ABI. 
DETH, or INHABITET H in me, he 
doeth the Works. But whether Dwelleth, 
Inhabiteth, or Abideth, it certainly de- 
ſtroys our Author's no Incarnation ; for here 
is an Incarnation, not barely Occaſional 
and Tranſient, but which is called an In- 
habiting, and Dwelling. Our Advantage 
here is, this is a Text with which Men 
can play no Tricks, as we ſay; Diſtinc- 
tions, Criticiſm, Metaphyſicks, have here 
nothing to do: the Text in ſpite of all 
endeavours of Wit and Art, will preſerve 
its Senſe unſhaken; it is, and always will 
be this; the Divine Nature (or GOD) 
Abideth, Dwelleth, Tnhabiteth, in the Hu- 


manity 
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manity of Chriſt. The ſame. as to ſay, 
The Divine Natare-was Incarnate in 4 Hu- 
man, 

Saith our Author, No Incarnation of the 
Divine Nature; faith St, Paul, concernin 
our Saviour, © In bim DWELLETH a 
4 the FULLNESS of the GODHEAD 
& bodily,” Col. 2. 9. Iam conſidering, how 
we ſhall accord theſe two Writers. On 
conſulting with our Author's Friends, I 
find, they anſwer, O very eaſihh. For Paul 
meant, The Fulneſs of the Knowledg of 
4 the Godhead or God, dwelt in Chriſt Je- 
“ ſus.” And not as in Moſes, the firſt Law- 
giver; in Types only, and Shadows; but 
Badily, that is, Subſtantiall) and Solidly. 
Methinks, tis more like a Jeſt, or rather 
a Burleſque, than a ſerious Interpretation 
of the Text. If the Apgltle had meant to 
ſay only, * Jeſus Chriſt had af the fall 
« Kyowleag, of the Nature and the Will of 
« God, and manifeſted this to Men;” it 
was an extravagant way of expreſſing this, 
to ſay, „In him dwelt all the Falneſs of 
the Godhead, bodily or ſubſtantially.” 
Who would take, withqut previous Di- 
rection from ſo great Maſters, the full Know- 
ledg of the Will and Nature of God, in any 
Perſon, to be. all the Falneſs of the GO D- 
HEAD in ſuch Perſon, or DWETL- 
LING, to be knowing; or that dwel- 
ling in him bodily or carnaly, ſhould be 

| | L ? | know- 
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kaowing ſubſtantially and ſolidly, in oppo- 
ſition to a bare figurative, typical, and as 
it were ambratile Knowledg, ſuch as they 
feign that Moſes had? I leave it to the 
Sincerity and good Judgment of this learn- 
ed Author, to conſider, and to determine 
within himſelf; “Whether, ſeeing ?ris 
« confeſſed, that the Divinity manifeſted 
«-it ſelf in our Saviour, by all acts of 
&« Power and Wiſdom, that could be any 
« way required to prove an Incarnation ; 
„ the words we alledge, in him dwelt the 
« Fulneſs of the GODHEAD corporal, 
« or carpally, be not properly and natural 
© interpreted our way; and forcedly and 

& ſtrainedly in the way of his Friends. 
« There being nothing in the Context, 
« that may determine one, rather to their 
« Senſe, ſo difagreeable to the ordinary fa- 
e miliar Senſe of the wards ; than to ours, 
& that perfectly accords to them.” And 
our Author cannot deny, that if Paal had 

never ſo earneſtly intended, to declare for 
our Doctrine of the Incarnation; he could 
not have expreſſed himſelf more to our 
Minds and Meaning, than by ſaying as he 


does, In Chriſt Jeſus did dwell the Fulneſs of 
the Godhead, 


Well then, ſome Incarnation, or ſome 
' dwelling or abiding of God in the human 
Nature of Chriſt, muſt be granted una- 
voidably; 'tis expreſly ſaid, that God 
| ö DWELT 
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DWELT, God ABODE in him. The 
Queſtion can only be, of what kind, and 
what aiſtinction, with reſpect: to the Pre- 
ſence. of God in others, the Incarnation or 
-Indwelling in our Saviour, was? 

And here truly. ſuch a Scene opens, as 
would invite one to go a great way. into 
it; if our Reverence of the Myſteries of 
God, and the Depths of his Counſels and 
Ways, did not as much awe us, as the 
Glories of the Scene on the other hand 
allure us. I ſhall ay however on the 


matter, what is neceſſary and ſufficient 


to our preſeat purpoſe ; without invading 
the Divine Secrets, \ 

1. The abhorrence that ſome Men have 
taken up, of the Expreſhon, Divine I N- 
CARNATION, ſeems only a Party- 
Whim; a vain Jealouſy that *tis intended 
to ſign 


much more, than in truth the 
Catholick Church meaneth thereby. The 
Seripture Expreſſions E, ir, cb avis, wirey 
& tut, zn” xamud, iy drs; (GOD was 
in him, with him; GOD abode, awelt, in- 
 habited in him;) are as empbatical, and 
- expreſſive” of what the Church believes 
in the matter, as is INCARNATION, 
cor GOD-MAN: and one may wonder, 
that ſuch Criticks as our Oppoſers are 
known to be, ſhould need to be told it. 
We never read in Scripture, that God 
did DWELL, did ABIDE, did I N- 
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HABIT, in Moſes or David, or any o- 
ther of the greateſt Prophets or Inſpired; 
but in Jeſus Chriſt only: it muſt needs be 
therefore, that ſomething peculiar and ex- 
traordinary is meant, by ſuch extraordi- 
nary and peculiar Modes of ſpeaking, The 
Father, God, the Fulneſs of the Godhead, 
in him; nay Inhabiting, and Dwelling, in 


him; is far above whatſoever is ſaid, any 


where, of any mere Man, or that tan be 
ſaid with any good Propriety of a mere 
Man: a lefs emphatical Expreſſion than 
Divine Incarnation, every one fees, will 
not duly anſwer the force of thoſe other 
words. | 
2. The Incarnation of God is not held 
in the Catholick Church, to be ſuch In- 
dwelling ; 1. As that thereby the Divi- 
nity becometh but commenſurate to the 
Human Nature of Chriſt ; or is not every 
where beſides. 2. Or as tho the Divi- 
nity really took any of the Imperfections, 
or Frailties, of the inferior Nature aſſu- 
med by it. 3. Or as if, by the Incarna- 
tion, the Divine Properties became the eſ- 
ſential and natural Properties of the Hu- 
man Nature, as they are of the Divine : 
But only, that, “the Human Nature re- 
« ceived Divine Properties, as they ſpeak 
“ in the Schools, communicatively, or by 
participation. As (v. g.) Tron made. red- 
* hot, receives the Properties of Fire, even 
2 Light 
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« Light and Heat, tho it ſelf be by na- 
« ture a dark and cad Body: or as a Hu- 


„ man Body, animated once by a Soul, 


receives from it the Properties of Life, 
« Senſation, and Intellect ion.“ Nor do 
all allow thus much ; © The Communij- 
« cation of Idioms (or Properties) being 
according to many, nay the moſt, not 
at all from the Divine NATURE, to 
« the Human NATURE; but only Pre- 
« aicated of the Human Watare, in re- 
« ſpect of the Perſon; that is, of GOD 
« indwelling.” - GL ST 4s 

3. The Efe&s of the Incarnation (or 
Aſſumption of the Humanity by God,) 
are much freer on the part of God; than 
are the Effects of the Incarnation of a 
Soul, on the part of the Soul. For the 
Soul cannot withdraw, or ſuſpend, its 
Communications to the Body in Union 
with it. The Body, in virtue of the 
Union, lives and i ſenſible, as neceſſarily 
as the Soul is ſenſible or liveth. © Not 
« fo, as I faid, in the Divine Union; for 
4 in that, the Human Nature receives the 
« Communications of the Divinity, not. 
Neceſſarily, but at the Will and Plea- 
< ſure of the indwelling Divinity.“ Hence 


the Humanity of Chriſt, tho in an Union 


with God, had not always all Knowleds 
and all Paper ; but only ſych Power, and 
80 uc 
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ſuch Knowledg, as to God ſeemed good 
-as is moſt plain in the Goſpels. 

The Obſervations made hitherto, ſerve 
to ſhow- us, that the Incarnation of the 
Divine Nature; that is ſuch a Mormo, to 
-theſe Gentlemen ; has really nothing in 


it to diſcourage Faith. There is no oc- . 


caſion given by our Doctrine, to this Gen- 
tleman or his Party, to refuſe their Aſſent 
and Concurrence to an Article that is ſuf- 
ficiently verified, in the mighty Acts of 
our Saviour, as well as by ſo many clear 
Scripture-Teſtimonies ; and even tho there 
were not a word of it in Scripture. But 
we ſhall better underſtand and maſter the 
whole Difficulty of this Article; if we con- 
ſider again, | 

4. There are ſeveral Degrees of Indwel- 
ing of God, in his Creatures; as, 
(..) He is preſent to, and is in, the whole 
Creation; ſo intimately and proximately, 
that nothing is more ward (that we may 
ſo ſpeak) to it ſelf, than is God. 
( 2.) He is in all things, not only by 
his Eſſence, called his Omni-preſence ; but 
as the Schools ſpeak, by his Concourſe alſo. 
A Concourſe or Concurrence to their ſeve- 
ral Powers; which could not (tis more ge- 
nerally held) alone act, without ſuch Con- 
ure. N 78 
(3.) God is in all Men, by his gene- 
ral Grace; enabling them to ſee * ac- 
| | 28 now- 
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knowledg their Duty, and to be aware of 
their Faultineſs; and exciting, and enabling 


them to Repentance, and Amendment. And 


alſo by Comforts, and other Aſſiſtances, 
requiſite to their Condition and their Cir- 
cumſtances. © - © RN 

(4.) He is in the Converted, and the 
Faithful, by Confirming Grace; and by pe- 
culiar Influences, and inſtances of Paternal 
Love and Favour. | 


(5. In ſome, by a ſtill greater Influx, 


and more ſpecial Direction. E. gr. In the 
Writers of Holy Scripture, and in the 


Prophets, by Iaſpiration; and in ſome of 
them by a temporary, miraculous Con- 
courſe, by ſuch Concourſe as enables them 
to work Miracles. But this, only on ſome 
Occaſions; not perpetually and conſtantly, 
fo as that it may be called an Inhabiting, 
Dwelling, Abiding, or Union, with them. 
(6.) But in Chriſt, the Divine Indwel- 
ling, by exertion of Divine Perfections, 
and Attributes, is conſtant and perpetual; 
« Tho not equally, and of all of them, at 
« the ſame time.” And the Humanity of 
Chriſt is under the immediate Direction of 


God Indwelling ; no leſs than, nay more 
than, the Body of a Man is under the Ma- 
nagement of the Soul that animates it. 


This is what we call the Fhpoſtatical 
Union, or the Incarnation; and none of 
our Author's Arguments do, in the leaſt, 
N | affect 
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affect it; I don't think, that he will pre- 
tend they do. He imagines, as doth his 
Whole Party, that he hath a great Con- 
troverſy with the Church, in the Article 
of the Incarnation ; when 'tis only with 
their own Miſtakes. of what the Church 
teacheth. e 
I do not believe that our Author will 
think fit to deny; that the Divine Nature 
(or GOD) was and is in our Saviour, © By 
4 a general miraculous Concourſe ; and ex- 
s ertion of Divine Perfections and Attri- 
„ butes, in him and by him, tho not e- 
„ qually at all times: or that the Huma- 
4 nity is under the Direction of G0 D 
« indwelling, as the Body is of the Soul.” 
'He will not deny it, becauſe the Proofs and 
the Inſtances of it, are ſo numerous and fo 
clear in the Goſpels. I as little fear, that 
he can ſhow, that this is not the real and 
whole Meaning of the Church, when ſhe 
faith, GOD incarnate; or Jeſus Chriſt is 
not a mere Man, but is GOD-MAN. 
It will not become a Man of his great Senſe, 
as well as Learning, to litigate about mere 
Terms, or Woras only, whether for or a- 
gainſt them; he would have but a melan- 
choly Reckoning of it at laſt, ſo to employ 
his great Abilities, given for great Pur- 
poſes, In ſhort, I would not, that he 
ſhould fully acknowledg in his Mind the 
Thing ; and yet controvert the Words and 
| 7 Terms, 
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Terms, and this againſt the Peace of the 
Catholick Church. 

5. Some have faid here; the Aiſe- or 
WISDOM is a Perſon, for it is GOD 
under the Character or Note (as the Schools 
ſpeak) of begorres WIS DOM, or the 
SELPF- KNOWLEDG: and 'a Human 
Soul in Union with a Body, is alſo confeſ- 
ſedly a Perſon.” If therefore Jeſus Chriſt be 
botk, theſe, even true God and true Man; 
why 15 he called one Perſon, and one Subs 
ſiſtence ; and not rather two Subſiftences and 
two Perſons, as well as two Natures? And 
why again is it ſaid, the Humanity of 
Chriſt did not ſubſeſt by i t ſelf, nor hath a 
Subſiſtence of its own * in the WOR D 
(or WISDOM,)-and by the Sabſiftence of 
the WISDOM? They that make this 
exception, are not aware that in theſe Queſ- 
tions (to ſpeak Scholaſtically and Metaphyſi- 
cally) Saubſiſtence and Exiſtence, or to ſublift 
and exiſt, are different things. | 
"A thing i is ſaid to ſabſiſt, (and if retinal, 
to be a Perſon;) when it exiſteth not as an 
Accident, or as an 3 or as à part of 
ſome other thing; but exiſts Individual, 
or Alone: or if it doth exiſt in compoſition 
with ſome other thing, or in Quaſi comp 


ve their Exiſten- 


ces 


ture in ſuch compoſition, or Quaſi com 


tion. 'The Body of ever W and 4 
Human Nature of Chriſt, 
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ces (or Beings) diſtincly and independently 


of the Soul, and of the Aiſ& or WIS. 


DOM, But the Body not exiſting In- 
dividually or alone, but as a part of the 
Compound called Man, and under the Go- 
vernment of the Soal, is not therefore, 
while in ſuch Compoſition, a Sabſiſtent, or 
Suppoſitum, as others ſpeak. And the Hu- 
manity of our Saviour, tho having a com- 
pleat Exiſtence of its own, yet not exiſting 
actually alone, but with the WISDOM, 
and under Government of the ſame ; is not 
therefore a Subſiſtent, or proper Perſon, but 
an Aajandt of the Perſon of the W IS- 
DOM; that is, of GOD under the Di- 


= ſtinction and Subſiſtence of the WIS. 


DOM. This is the whole meaning of 
« The Human Nature of Chriſt, ſub- 
« ſiſting by the ſubſiſtence of the Ai, 
« WORD, or WISDOM; and of its 
„being aſſumed into that Perſonality or 
« Subliſtence.” The which ſome Writers 
on theſe Queſtions, not having well under- 
ſtood, they have raiſed very,impertinent, 
both Arguments, and Objections; to which 
their Oppoſers, as Learned in the Scholaſtick 
Terms and Modes of ſpeaking as were they, 
have anſwered as widely from the Mark. 
The ſhort is; the Human Nature of our 


Lord Chriſt, being aſſumed into ſuch an 


Union (as is before deſcribed) with a ſu- 
perior Perſon; viz. with G OD under 705 
Perſo- 
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Perſonality (or Diſtinction) of the WIS. 
DOM; and governed by it, as the Body 
of Man by his Soul; cannot therefore be 


reckoned a (diſtinct) Perſon, Subſiſtent, or 


Sub ſiſtence; but only an Adjunct or Part (as 


it were) of the Divine Perſon, by which 


it was aſſumed, and is governed. And 
tho thus to ſpeak, is to ſpeak rather ſcien- 
tifically, and artificially, than naturally; 
and the Faith of Chriſtians was the ſame 


that now it is, before this metaphyſical Ac- 


curacy (or as others will ſpeak, Viceneſs) 
was taken up, and inſiſted on: yet it be- 


ing now the eſtabliſb d Language, if Learned 


Men ſhall ſpeak other ways, that is, ſhall 
Hect to ſpeak other ways, tis a Contempt 
or Neglect of Authority; and gives occa- 
ſion to the Breach of Charity, and of Peace; 
both of them contrary to our Duty as 
Chriſtians, and much more as Clergymen. 

It remains now to this Head, that we 


conſider the Objections, advanced by our 


Author. [ 


1. Dr. Sherlock had put it to him, to pro- 
duce a Text that teaches that Jeſus Chriſt 


is but a mere Man. He anſwers, p. 19. C/ 
that Day and Hour, (the Day and Hour of 


the laſt Judgment, or rather of the Exci- 
ſion of Jeruſalem) knoweth no One, not the 
Angels, not the Son, but the Father, Mark 
13.32. To which St. Matthew adds, but 
the Father QN LY, Matth. 24. 36. If 
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Chrift be ignorant of any thing, he is not 
I obſerve, theſe Gentlemen have been 
always willing to try their whole Cauſe 
; 2 to ſpeak) by this Text; ſo, at a Pub- 
lick Diſputation in Hungary, againſt a Je- 
fait ; and another in Poland, againſt a Learn- 
ed Gentleman; they put the Iſſue of their 
Cauſe on this Text, and their management 
of it. Jomit, that it is a Text, queſtioned 
by ſome of the Fathers; whether it be 
genuine, a real part of Scripture, or not : 
as Petavias has obſerved ;\' Who yet grants, 
and contends, that *tis genuine. I am con- 
tent, that they make their moſt of it: it 
will do them no Service, no not the leaſt. 
For Jeſus Chriſt might be more, and was 
more than mere Man, even God- Man; 
that is, May in Union with God; tho the 
Communications whether of Knowledg or 
Power to him, were not univerſal, in re- 
ſpect whether of Things, or Fime; But 
rather were ſuited, only to the juſt Oc- 
4 caſions (on his part) for them.“ 
We read elſewhere, that he enquired for 
the Grave of Lagarus; faith he, Where have 
ou laid him? And 'tis faid of him, by 
the Evangeliſt; He encreaſed in Stature, and 
in Kyowledg ; and in Favour with God, and 
with May. He thanked God ſometimes ; 
I thank thee, Father, thou haſt heard me. 
And in reſpect of Power, he needed once, 
| that 
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that the Angels ſbould: come, and miniſter to 
bins: And another time, to be frengthned: by 
4 purticular Angel, from the Bord. Doth our 
Author think, that the Catholick Church 
hath'overlooked theſe Paſſages in the Go. 
pels, any more than his Friends; or needs 
to be adviſed, what allowance is to be 
made, on the account of theſe Texts? No, 
the Catholick Faith is framed, from the 
Texts that aſſure us; that God was with, 
and in Chriſt; that the Father, God, the 
Godhead, did abide, did inhabit, did dwell 
in him. From theſe Texts, I ſay, as in- 
terpreted, and as it were limited, by thoſe 
other Texts; by thoſe other Texts which - 
make us to know, that The Communi- 
* cations of the indwelling Divinity, to the 
Human Nature of Chriſt, were adapted 
and adjuſted to the proper Occaſions for 
% them.” Some things, the Church grant - 
eth, he ſome times knew: not, by virtue of 
the Union; © Becauſe they might be known - 
Hother ways, eaſily, and more decently 
and properly; or becauſe they were not 
yet neceſſary, or not ſo convenient to 
be yet known by him.“ And ſome things, 
he could not ſome times do; nay, ſometimes 
he Wanted Power to ſuccour himſelf, and 
to comfort himſelf; Becauſe, as ſaith the 
Apoſtle, it became him, to be made in all things 
like to his Brethren; —_ be might be for them 
Fre We 
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4 faithful and a merciful. High-Prieſt ; — and 
having himſelf ſuffered; (by Difficulties and 
SOrrows) might be ready. and diſpoſed to ſuc- 
cour them. It is, I ſay, from theſe Texts 
together; and not (as our Author and his 
Friends) only fram thoſe of them that re- 
preſent our Saviour to us, ſometimes as not 
knowing ſome things, and ſometimes as lacking. 
the help of God; wh and of Angels, = 
Men ; that the Catholick Church formeth 
her Faith concerning him. 
Ihe Church believeth, becauſe fo many 
Texts ſay it, and [becauſe his Life and 
mighty Acts confirm it; that the Father, 
(God, the Godhead) doth: daell, abide, in- 
habit, in the Lord Chriſt ; whereby ſhe can- 
not call him a mere; Man, but God- Man. She 
believeth, that his Perſon, in reſpect of the 
indwelling Divinity, is to be called G OD, 
God % nature, Creator of Heaven and 
Earth; as in reſpect of the Humanity, it 
is as truly ſaid of him, © He was, conceived 
« by the Holy Spirit, born of the Virgin 
« Mary, was crucihed, died, and was buried.” 
Believing alſo, becauſe ſhe reads it in the 
Word of. Truth, that the Communications 
(of Knowledg and Power) to the Huma- 
nity of the Redeemer, by the indwelling 
e were all along moſt wiſely an 
admirably diſpenſed; . Were adjuſted to 
the Occaſions, Times; and future, 3 
| * we 
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« welb as preſent: Counſels of God. And 
that hence, of ſome things Chriſ was 
4 ſometimes Ignorant; and other times was 
«left to his own Counſels, and to the Suc- 
cours of Angels, and of Menn 
And this very Text, objected to us by 
our Author, teaches the fame. thing that all 
the reſt do. It faith; '* Of that Day and 
Hour knoweth nd one: not the Angels, 
or the Son; but the Father only.? Any 
one may ſee, it is a Gradation, as the Gram- 
marians ſpeak; Angels, SON, G0 D. 
How comes the Son, (the Son of Man, as 
appears by the foregoing thirtieth Verſe in 
St. Matthew, and twenty ſixth in St. Mast) 
to be here above Angels, and next to God, 
in the Gradation; if not becauſe he is 
GOD-MAN? Man indeed, and the Son 
of Man; but in whom G0 D abideth, dwth- 
leth, inbabitet h, is Incarnatet i!: 


s o our Author 8 | querks, upon the 


words Father, and Son in this Text'; Ido 
not laugh at em, berauſe I am ſure he 

himſelf does. He knows full well, that 
the Church underſtands this Text, of the 
San of Man; by the Father, The underſtands 
GOD; by the Son, the Son of Man. In 
whom indeed dwelt the Falneſs of the God- 

head, as ſaith Sr. Pau; but ſo (as we have 
been forced often to ropeat) that the Divi- 
nity communicated toc him Divine Powers 

500 _— and 
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and Perfections, but only as the Ends of the 
Incarnation did from time to time re- 
re en 
2. His other Objection is; If there hath 
been an 5 _ a_ there — no 
ument left again Anthropomorphites ; 
as believed.” wad now believe, God is 
ſuch a Perſon as Man: That is to ſay, 
conſiſteth of a Soul, and an organized Body: 
a Body like to ours, having Eyes, Hands, 
Leg, a Brain, Heart, Bowels, and the 
reſt; and a Soul, that loves, hates, is an- 
657 rejoiceth, repenteth, as ours doth. How 
all this be. diſproved, or proved to be 
impoſſible or even unlikely, if God hath 
really been Incarnate, and was actually In- 
carnate in the Humanity of Chriſt? For 
as to Scripture- Texts, the Authropomorphites 
alledge many more, and much clearer 
Texts, for their Doctrine; than it can be 
pretended, are alledged for the Incarnation 
of God in the Humanity of our Lord Chriſt. 
Therefore, either let the Church ſay, that 
the Authropomorphite Doctrine agrees with 
Holy Scripture, and therefore muſt be ſub- 
mitted to, by Reaſon; or let her forgo the 
(pretended) Incarnation. 7 
I would be glad, to know that our Au- 
thor really deſires, that the Anthropomorphite 
Doctrine ſhould be diſproved: would he, 
in earneſt, that I prove againſt them, _—_ 
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God is ſomewhat more than «fine old Gentle: 
man, 4 8 in an armed Chair, in Heaven? I 
ask this Queſtion ; beraaſe, he accounts for 
this Doctrine, and the pretended: Proofs of 
it, as fully and heartily as any Anthropomor- 
phite can; and ſays nothing, (he ſeems in- 
duſtriouſly to avoid ſaying any thing) either 
againſt the Doctrine, or towards clearing 
himſelf of it. And farther, becauſe, divers 
Socinians ha ve profeſſedly been of the A. 
thropomorphite Opinion; it may be, the moſt 
of them. Mr. Firmin and Mr. Hedworth 
grew firſt into Friendſhip with me, by oc- 
caſion of my ſatisfy ing them, in the Article 
of the Eſſential Ommpreſence; They were 
both of the Opinion, that God Almighty 
hath an organiz d Body; and ſuch Paſſions 
as well as Parts, as Man hath: and that 
this is the reaſon, that Man is ſaid in Scrip- 
ture to have been made is the Likeneſs and 
Image of God. It was no hard matter to 
convince ingenuous Men, that enquired 
candidly after Truth; and were ready to 
embrace it, from whatſoever hand it came, 
or how much ſoever againſt former Pre- 
poſſeſſion; that the Anthr ite Doc- 
trine, in the neceſſary Conſequences of it, 
is no better than Atheiſm; © Deſtroying all 
the Arguments | for the Being of God, 
that are taken from the Creation, Conſer- 
„ vation, or Government of the Univerſe.” 
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On tlie ſtrong; ſuſpicion: I have, that this 
Writer alſo is an Authropomorphite; I will 
tell him (briefly) pwhat paſſed, between 


Mr. Firmin, Mr. Ffeaworth, and me, on the 
ks. . s 57 11 

Queſtion," Whar:king. of | Being God Almighty 

eines 51): HA ns z neo SHA 


„ Sale | 
Mr. Firmin's Letters alledge the Scrip- 
ture Texts, that ſpeak: gf God, after the 
manner of Men. Which are ſo clear and 
many, | ſays he, tllat were your Trinity ſup- 
ported by the hundredth part of that Evi- 
dence; I don't think, that any Man would 
conteſt it:with the Church. And hy ſhould 
I chink, that God would uſe ſo many Ex- 
preflions' in his Word; that are, you? [ap, 
moſt: unproper, and imply a great and 
dangerous both Fal fhood, and Abjuraity; an 
Abſurdity and Falſnhood that neceſſarily give 
us Conceptions, that are very contrary to 
the Divine Nature, very derogatory to it, 
and incompatible with it? Who ſhould 1 
believe, concerning God, but himfelf; and 
how ican I think, that he ſpeaks leſs pro- 
. perly than the Charch? 0s 
Mr. Heaworth, as a learned Man, faid ; 

beſides the numberleſs Authorities to this 

purpoſe in the Books of Scripture, it was 

alſo the more general Opinion in the Church 

it ſelf, during the firſt four or five Centuries: 

it ſeems that almoſt only Origen, and the 

Origeniſts, were of the contrary Jud * 
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It ſeems to have been the prevailing Doc- 
trine, till after St. John Chryſoftom : and the 
real Cauſe of h Depoſition and Baniſh< 
ment, Was his Oppoſition to this Doctrine, 
or that he was on the ſide of the Ori geniſts; 
tho other Pretences,” and his Differences 
with the Court, were 15 a0 into the 
Scale. 0 

He faid Ether; we can no more con- 
ceive, that there ſhould be Seeing, and 


Hearing, without Fyes and Ears; or Under- 


ſtanding, without Brains ; or Life, without 
a duly organiz'd and temper'd Body : than 


that the and ſhould ſee; the Eye hear; or 


Vacuum, or all Matter in general, however 
figured or conſtipated and confuſed, ſhould 
Have Senſation and Reaſon. 
e alledged, that as tb God's Prefence 
with, and hobo of the Univerſe ; he 
governeth, pa ly by t Miniſtry" of the 
veral Ones 6 of Angels, as is moſt plain 
in Scripture: which aſſigneth particular 
Kingdoms, to the r nt of the greater 
Angels, therefore (here J called Thrones, 
Principalities, and Powers; and particular 


Men, to the (leſſer) Guardian- Angels, cal- 
led therefore in Scripture their Angels, Mat. 


18. Yo. But it ſhould ſeem, he ruleth 
chiefly by a certain Emanation or Virtue, 


iſſuing from him, and pervading all things; 


Which alſo is the 5 by which he per- 
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ceiveth all things (and with the, quickeſt 


Motion, an inſtantaneous Motion) eyery 
where. It is with reſpect to this, this Var- 
tue and Emanation from him, ſomewhat like 
to that from our Saviour and the Apoſtles, 
that Immenſuy, and Omnipreſence is in ſome 
Texts attributed to God, 1 Kings 8. 27, 
Job 11. 7. Pſal. 139. 7, 8. Pſal. 145. 3. 
Jer. 23. 24. This account, ſaith Mr. Hed- 
worth, of the Diyine Omnipreſence, even 
by an Emanation or Virtue from him, as it 
perfectly anſwers to all the Texts of Scrip- 
ture, that are other ways ſcarce reconcilea- 
ble; (viz. thoſe that ſpeak of God as every 
where Preſent, and thoſe that repreſent 
him as in Heaven, and as having a Body 
like to ours;) fo it better agrees with the 
Purity and the Dignity of the Divine Na- 
ture. For by any other Omnipreſence, we 
muſt ſay, he is perſonally preſent in Hell, in 
Sinks, 1n Privies, and other (like) vile Pla- 
ces; and even confized to them: which, to 
the Antients, and other ( later) learned Men 
of the firſt Character, hath ſeemed unwor- 
thy of God. And that indeed he is not 
Perſonally or Eſſentially in ſuch Places, may 
be inferred by the Charge given by Moſes, 
to the Iſraelites then encamped; Dent. 23. 
13. Thou ſball have a Paddle on thy Weapon; 
and when thou wilt eaſe thy ſelf, thou ſbalt dig 
therewith, and ſhalt cover mhat cometh 17 

| thee : 


2 Texts; that God harh indeed Paſſions, 
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thee: f for 3 thy God malketh in the midſe 
* age 2 E W e be holy, (that is, 


kept as holy. Places are wont ;) 
tha 37 ſee wo Uncleanneſs in Ann d . 
fore turn from thee. 

Theſe were the Reaſons _ has 838 
Gentleman, and his Friend Mr. Firmin; tlie 
Sum and Abrid of mſi Anſwer, was 
as here followet 


oh The Books: of Scrip ture peak a 
of the Eye, Hand, and — * bodil Parts 
of God; — alſo of his Paſſions, of Love, 
Anger, Jealouſy, and the — 2 But they 
ſpeak too, of his Books ; of his Sword, Shi 
Spear; Wings, and divers ſuch like ; Pſal. 
56. 8. Pla. 139. 16. Reuel. 20. 12. P/al. 
35. 2, 3. I/. 66. 16. I ſhould wonder, if 

do not acknowledg a Figure, in theſe 
Texts: but if here we muft confeſs a Fi- 
ure, why not in thoſe other alſo, that de- 
ribe God as having Parts and Paſſians like 
to ours? For if = he have Paſſions 
and Parts, he hath need alſo of his 2 
and Meapons; nay, and alſo of Clothin 
Aliment, and all our other Helps and A 
of Life. There muſt be in Heaven . 


culture, and all the Arts; for the Service of 
God, . his Miniſters there, 


H. *Tis lamely inferred, from the objec- 


and 
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and an organiz'd Body. Becauſe all that 
believe the Spirituality of God, and his 
eſſential Omnjpreſence ; and therefore deny, 
that he hath, or can have an organized 
Body, _ or, Paſſions ſuch as dürs; do yet 
ſpeak of God in the very Phraſe and Lan- 
guage of thoſe Texts. We all' ſay, his 
Hund delivereth; his Eyes are over all Meh, 
and their Works; he loveth Righteouſneſs, 
his Soul Lateth Iniquity; and the reſt of 
that kind. In a word, all Men ſpeak, as 
do thoſe Texts; without intending there- 
by, that God is like to our ſelves, nay be- 
lieving the contrary : therefore nothing can 
be inferred in favour of the "Anthropomor- 
phite Errors, from ſuch Texts; but rather 
againſt them. © For when the Scriptures 
« uſe our Language, they uſe it in our ſenſe 
« and meant of ite "ODT SOU 00 9! 
III. The Scriptures, and all Men, ſpeak 
thus; becauſe tis ſuppoſed by all, that the 
Figure in theſe Expreſſions, is ſo obvious, ſo 
univerſally acknowledged, and fo eaſily in- 
terpreted; that there is no danger, that 
any ſhould miſtake our meaning, while we 
thus ſpeak. © © mus 
IV. But as e abundanti, the inſpired 
Writers have been mindful,” plainly to ſay; 
nay, to inculcate with great Earneſtneſs 
divers ſuch things concerning God, as ut 
terly deſtroy the Anthropomorphite Conceits, 
OE | concern- 


_ * 
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concerning his Perſon.” As chat, he is In- 
viſible; and that no Iuage or Similitude 


ought to be made, or can be made, of him. 
1 Tim. 1. 17. To the Ning eftrnal, immortal, 


INVISIBLE. Deut. 4. 36. "Corrupt mo 


your- ſelves, | by mating 4 Grand: Image”; 


Likeneſs of Male or: Female. RO. 1.22. — 


feſſing to be Wiſe) they: bicame Fools changing 


the Glory of the (incorruptible J"G 0D, into 


an Image made like to 3 Man. There 


could be no reaſon, thus to forbid all IÄma- 
ges of God, made in the Likeneſs of any 
Creature, and particularly of Man; if he 
hath indeed an organiz'd Body, a Body 
with ſuch Parts as we have. And as little 
could he be ſaid to be INVASIBLE, nay 
that cannot be ſeen}; for the Body of God, as 
more glorious and bright xhan all others, 
would be more 45 t nanye — (or- | 
ganiz d) Body. % 1% K 

V. And r have you not obſerved, 
that the Scriptures ſay, God i & PIR IT; 
and that 4 Spirit hath not Fleſb and Bones, as 
we have: They add moreover, he' hath not 
yes of Fleſh ; as is ſuppoſed in your Belief: 
John 4. 24. Luke 24. 39. Job 10. 4. 

VI. The Text in Deuteronomy, that re- 
quires the 1/rae/ztes to keep a clean Camp, 
becauſe God walked in their Camp, ſpeaks 
undoubtedly of the Angel their Conductor, 
that repreſented God to them; in n the 

5 ame 
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Name (6. 8 the Authority) ef God, is ſaid 
to be. 23. 20, 21. T will ſend my 
Angel before Jon, to keep. you in your way: 
Lag xg not; for my Name is in him. 
e like is to be anſwered, to thoſe Texts 
— ſpeak of God, as Deſcending to our Earth 
on ſome great Occaſions; as, to converſe 
with Adam in Paradiſe, to confound the 
Languages at Babel, to give the Law at 
Mount Sinai, to ſhut Noah (and the Crea- 
tures with him) into the Ark. On theſe, 
and all ſuch like Occaſions, it was the Angel 
or Angels of God; who repreſenting 
Majeſty, on thoſe Occaions, are therefor 
called by his Nam 
VII. Tis an odd Miſtake, that God is 
defiled, or (as it were) ſullied, as we; b 
foul or noi Places. Becauſe he ha 
neither Parts nor Paſſions, nor- ought elſe, 
like to ours or us; he cannot be ſullied or 
be offended, by the nature of whatſoever 
Place. Which thing ſome: have expreſſed, 
not ineptly, by ſaying ; ſuch Places no more 
_ deflle Fal than the Sun- beams are conta- 
minated by the Dunghil, on which they 
reverberate, and ſhine ; nay, ſeem there to 
ſhine, more brightly than elſewhere. _ 
VIII. The Paſſions: of Joy, Pleaſure, 
Grief, Anger, Repentance, are attributed 
to God, In the Bible, and in common 
Speech; in the ſame Senſe that Human 
Members, 
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id Members, and an organizd Body, are: 
2 and the Scriptures — teach fo; 
5 much. Numb. 23. 19. God i not a Man, 
2 or the Son of Man, that he ſboulil R E PEN T. 
its Job 22: 2, 3. Is it PLEASURE to God, 
th f thou art Righteous? If God is not De- 
ſe ighted, as that Text ſays, with our -Obe- 
he dience; in the way of Paſſion: neither is 
at he Angry, or Grie ved, in the way of Paſſion, 
a- at our Diſobedience or Neglects. As there- 
ſe, fore the Ear and Eye of God, is his Know- 
el ledg; his Hand, his Action in Puniſhing; or 
us Protecting : ſo his Delight, is only his ra- 
tional Approbation; his Anger, is his mere 
Diſlike, or his naked Purpoſe to Puniſb. And 
ſgofehs e t ay | 
IX. Whereas you object farther; (We 
cannot conceive of Seeing, without Eyes; 
«© or of Hearing, without Ears; or that 
there ſhould be Underſtanding, without 
„ Brains; or Life, without an organix 
« Body.” Tis too * ſaid; nay ſhows: 
the great Abſurdity, and even Impoſſibi- 
lity of the Anthropomorphite Hypotheſis. 
For © There could never have been Eyes, or 
« Ears, or Brains, or Life; if there had 
< not been before them anVUnaderſtanding, and 
5 that too an i»finite Underſtanding, to de- 
. « viſe, and to make, both them and their 
Objects.“ The Mechaniſm, Senſation, 
| Life, and Intellection, of whatſoever —_ 
= nal, 
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nal, organizd. Body, do neceſſarily preſup- 
poſe a e and Maker, of uch BodYa: 
ſuch Body being an Effect by much too 
great for Charce,. or any natural andeſig ning 
Mecbaniſm; as all but ftark Fools will, on 
conſideration, acknowledg. * 
The Body of God, if it be organized, as 
ours; that is, hath ſuch Members and 
Parts, internal and external, as hath ours; 
becauſe it was an original underived Body, 
you will grant, was a Work of the greateſt 
Contrivance and Counſel: I pray you, whio 
was the Deſigner, and Pramer, of this Body 
of God? Was it himſelf? But then, he 
muſt be præ- exiſtent to himſelf; he muſt 
be, before he was made. Or was it his Saul, 
(if you think that his Soul is any thing but 
the Temperament of his Body) that framed 
his Body? but this ſuppoſes, that his Soul 
exiſted ſome time before his Body; and 
ſaw without Eyes, and underſtood without 
9 ans” -:.. .vooll * 
And your Angels, the Miniſters (you 
ſay of God) in Governing the World: if 
they have Bodies like to ours, and there- 
fore ſee with Eyes, and hear with Ears, and 
under ſtand with Brains; they could not be 
inviſible to us. We ſhould know our Pro- 
vincial, and our Guardian, Angels; as well 
as we know our Magiſtrates, or our Do- 
meſticks. It is plain then, there was 
| Lite, 
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Life, before an organiz'd Body; Under- 
ſtanding, before Brains; and what.anſwer- 
eth to, or (as the School- Doctors ſpeak Þ 
eminently containeth, Sight and Hearing, and 
even Eating, Drinking, and Digeſt ing, and all 
other natural Powers and Actions, before Ears 
and Eyes, before the Mouth and Stomach, 
or the other Members and their Powers. 
X. I affirm it to be ſimply impoſſible 
that Man, or one lite to Man, ſhould make 
Heaven and Earth; ſhould convene the 
Fires, that make the Sun and the Fixed Stars; 
and give to thoſe cæleſtial Bodies their ra- 
pid, and yet equal and perpetual, Rotations; 


or that he ſhould inſpect and direct. all 


things, even in the moſt remote and ſe- 


cret Places, where. himſelf is not. You 
ſay, there is no Sight or Hearing, without 
Ears and Eyes; nor Underſtanding, with- 
out Brains and an organized Body; and in 
truth your Hypotheſis requires that you ſay. 
ſo: Therefore that (pretended) Emana- 
tion or Virtue from the Body of God, be- 


ing but a corporeal Efflux, that hath neither 


Eyes nor Ears, nor Brain; how. ſhould it 
be the Medium of ſuch great Effects, as are 
Creation, and Providence? Evidently, it can 
be no more the Medium (or Inſtrument) 
by which God An] What is done here, or 
by which he ,regulates all matters, at ſuch 
immenſe Diſtances, (as the Aſtronomers Bagg. 
Wit 
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with good certainty: calculated them) from 
his Heaven; than the continual Perſpira- 
tion from our Bodies, obſerved'by Phyſicians, 
can inform us of external things, or can 
execute our Thoughts or our Will on them. 
To conclude this Point; to be aſſured that 
God is not an organit d Body, a Man, or 
like to Man, one needs only to read the 
firſt Chapter of Geneſis ;- where the Me- 
thod, and the Manner of the Creation is 
deſcribed; Tis deſcribed, as performed 
by God's Commanding, that is, Willing with- 
in himſelf, that the Light (the Firmament, 
the Sun, the Earth, the Herbage, Living. 
Creatures,) ſhould exiſt. He is deſcribed 
then, as acting; not as a Man, or like to 
Man, by his Members and Parts, and by Tools 
and Engines; but, as our Spirits, of what 
Nature or Subſtance foever they are, do 
act on our Bodies, and the ſeveral parts of 
them; namely, by, Wilizg only. 


Mr. Heaworth and Mr. Firmin acquieſced 
in theſe Arguments: and 1 have Letters 
{till by me, from the one and the other of 
them, wherein they acknowledg; tis as 
neceſſary to own the Divine Eſſential Om- 
nipreſence, as the very Exiſtence of God. 
As theſe Reaſons ſatisfied thoſe Gentlemen; 
ſo I hope they will have like · weight with 
the learned Author, to whom I am now 

| an{wer- 
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anſwering; if indeed he is of the A4nthto- 
pomorphite Opinion. nb: A "Duet: 
He miſtakes however, in ſuppoſing, that 
God incernale is a Doctrine any thing like 
to the Doctrine of the Anthropomor p hutes. 
For the good old Gentleman imagined by 
them, is 2 finite limited Being; that ſcarce 

out of his Heaven, once in five hun- 
dred Years. - He hath certain Court- Ds, 
that neceſſarily take him up; greater and 
leſſer Mini ſters, with whom he muſt adviſe, 
and whole Service he muſt uſe. His E- 
manation or Virtue, (like the Tail of a 
Comet, or the Effluvia of a Magnet) be- 
cauſe it is a mere Perſpiration or Expira- 
tion, like to that of Human (and other 
Animal) Bodies; without Eyes, or Ears, 
or Brains, or Life; can inform him of no- 
thing, and execute nothing, no more than 
can ours; eſpecially at any great Diſtances 
from him. If it have a Halſamiet, Healing 
Power, like to that of our Saviour, it will 
cure Diſeaſes ; by reſtoring a due Tempe- 
rament, to diſeaſed Bodies; but is not o- 
ther ways of uſe to the Creation, or to 
himfelf. To be ſhort, their Hypotheſis is 
very different from ours; who only fay, 
& The Indwelling of God in our Saviour, 
6 is not a Contraction, or a Confinement, 
4 of the Divine Immenſity, to an orga- 
© nized Body; nor an Aſſumption of the 
| N . 
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„ Infirmities, or the Frailties of the Hu- 
„man Nature; nor a Metamorphoſis of the 
Humanity into God, and much leſs of 
„Gad into the Humanity: it is only ſuch 
Han Indwelling, that the Humanity is as 
* much under the Direction of the Divi- 
« nity, as our Bodies are of our Souls; and 
« an Exertion of Divine Powers and Pro- 
„ perties in and by the Humanity.“ Of 
which indeed we have no very adequate 
Compariſons; but we have ſuch, as com- 
petently help us to underſtand it. For ſo, 
Fire communicates its Properties, of Heat 
and Light, to the cold and dark Body of 
Iron. And ſo, the Human Soul imparteth 
Life, Senfation, and likely alſo Intellection, 
to an organiz'd Body; that on the Soul's de- 
parture is but a Carkaſs, without Under- 
ſtanding, Perception, of Life. 


* PRC 


III. 


No Perſonal Union of God with Man, can 


juſtify the Expreſſion, God was made 
Man. | 


* No Perſonal Union of God with Man, 
can juſtify the Expreſſion, God was made 
% Man.” It is intended againſt thoſe words 

| in 
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in the Nicene Creed, in our Liturgy, God 


was made Man. Let ſome honeſt Friend 


then hold my Cane and Gloves; and 1 


will try, what can be ſaid for our old Fa- 
thers of Nice. Ort: "= 


In the firſt place, Brother, I ſay; ro 


Man (of the Communion of the Catho- 


lick Church) uſes this Expreſſion in a 
Senſe not juſtifiable. The only unjuſtifiable 
Senſe of theſe words, is what none of us 


ever uſed them in; vis. to ſignify, that 


the Divinity is changed into a Man. Our 


learned Brother knows this well enough; 


but was minded to make us purge our ſelves 
to him, that we have no abſurd impoſſible 
Meaning or ſuch Meaning as never Man had. 

Secondly, I fay; that as to this (fearful 
excommunicate) Expreſſion, And was made 
Man, tis explained in another Creed of our 
Liturgy, the Creed of St. Athanaſius, in a 
Senſe that will ſatisfy as many, as are only 
Tender, and not alſo Litigious. Saith the 
Nicene Creed, And was made Man; faith the 
Athanaſian, ſo called, “ Not by Converſion 
Hof the Godbead, into Fleſb; but by taking 
the Manhood into God.” See, Brother, 
here is no changing of God, into Man; 
that fear is blown over: all that is meant, 
is only this; God ſo took the Human Na- 
ture, as to exert Divine Powers and Per- 
fections in it, and by it. 
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I I fay, laſtly; if theſę Gentlemen are for 
entring their Caution, againſt every Ex- 
preſſion, that ſtark Fools may miſtake, or 
the Captious and Litigious may pervert; 
I wonder, they do not enter Caution too, 
againſt divers Scripture-Expreſſions : for ve- 
rily there are a great number there, that 
ſuch Men may pervert, or may miſtake. 
It repented God, ot the Heart, that hie had 
made Man, Gen. 6. 6. The Lord ſaid, I will 
go down, and ſee whether they (the Sodomites) 
have done, altogether according to the Cry con- 
cerning them; and if not, I will know: Gen. 
18. 17, 21. Or to inſtance but only in ſuch 
Texts, as have affinity to our preſent En- 
quiries ; He that is joined to the Lord, is one 
Spirit, (is one Spirit with the Lord) 1 Cor. 
6. 17. In Jeſus Chriſt dwelt all the Fulneſs 
the GGoabead, Col. 2. 9. Methinks, th 
two Texts are more groſs, the firſt eſpe- 
cially, than our Was made Man. But ſure, 
tis well for 'em, that they are Scripture- 
Expreſſions; elſe thoſe People, that if they 
can affix a bad Interpretation, will never 
endure that we give them a rational and 
ſound one, would exclaim at theſe" Texts; 
at leaſt as much, as at the Micene A bſur- 
dity, God mas made Men. 1 
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of the Divine Unity, c. 197 


Therefore, to this laſt Propoſition of our 
Author, I ſay ; tis with too little regard 
to Charity and Peace, that any do except 
to Expreſſions, which hey know are intend- 
ed (nay, are pablickly interpreted) by the 
Church, in a Senſe that the Excepters them- 
ſelves do on to be 4 neceſſary Truth. As 
here, the Expreſſion, Aud ma wade Mas, 
is interpreted by the Church, not of the 
Converſion of the Goahead into Man; but only 
of GOD, (as the Scriptures ſpeak) Mani. 
fefted, Inhabiting, Dwelling in the Humanity 
of the Redeemer. ak, WE 
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p. 9. 1. 1. for Dr. Clarke's read Dr. Clarke, 
P. 36. 1, 8. for Being read Berge, | 
P. 65. I. 9. for as to Good read us to Good. 2 
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